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U.S. CENSUS BUREAU: ADDRESSING DATA 
COLLECTION VULNERABILITIES 


Thursday, September 18, 2014, 

House of Representatives, 

Subcommittee on Federal Workforce, U.S. Postal 

Service and The Census, 

Committee on Oversight and Government Reform, 

Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 9:35 a.m., in Room 
2154, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Blake Farenthold 
[chairman of the subcommittee] presiding. 

Present: Representatives Farenthold, Lynch, and Clay. 

Also Present: Representative Paulsen. 

Staff Present: Alexa Armstrong, Majority Legislative Assistant; 
John Cuaderes, Majority Deputy Staff Director; Jessica L. Donlon, 
Majority Senior Counsel; Jeffrey Post, Majority Senior Professional 
Staff Member; Jonathan J. Skladany, Majority Deputy General 
Counsel; Sarah Vance, Majority Assistant Clerk; Jaron Bourke, Mi- 
nority Administrative Director; Marianna Boyd, Minority Counsel; 
Aryele Bradford, Minority Press Secretary; Juan McCullum, Minor- 
ity Clerk; and Mark Stephenson, Minority Director of Legislation. 

Mr. Farenthold. The Subcommittee on the Federal Workforce, 
U.S. Postal Service and Census will come to order. 

I would like to begin this hearing by stating the Oversight Com- 
mittee mission statement. That is how we start out all of our meet- 
ings. 

We exist to secure two fundamental principles: first, Americans 
have a right to know that the money Washington takes from them 
is well spent and, second, Americans deserve an efficient, effective 
Government that works for them. Our duty on the Oversight and 
Government Reform Committee is to protect these rights. Our sol- 
emn responsibility is to hold Government accountable to taxpayers, 
because taxpayers have a right to know what they get from their 
Government. We will work tirelessly in partnership with citizen 
watchdogs to deliver the facts to the American people and bring 
genuine reform to the Federal bureaucracy. This is the mission of 
the Oversight and Government Reform Committee. 

At this point I will recognize myself for an opening statement. 

In addition to its namesake activity, the Census Bureau conducts 
a number of monthly surveys for the Federal Government. Perhaps 
the most important among them is the Consumer Population Sur- 
vey used to calculate the national unemployment rate, one of our 
most important economic indicators. The collection of this data is 

( 1 ) 
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critical to both Main Street and Wall Street, and ensuring its time- 
liness and accuracy is the responsibility of the Census Bureau. 

Unfortunately, in November of last year, we heard allegations 
that senior officials in the Bureau’s Philadelphia Regional Office 
were instructing field workers to falsify survey responses. After 
hearing these allegations, the Oversight and Government Reform 
Committee and the Joint Economic Committee launched a joint in- 
vestigation. Our investigation found that data falsification did 
occur, but, fortunately, there was no evidence that this falsification 
was pervasive or systemic. 

I want to be clear on this. The committee found no evidence that 
the falsification was on an order of magnitude close enough to af- 
fect the national unemployment rate numbers. Nor, thank good- 
ness, was there any evidence of a systemic plot in support of some 
grand political scheme. 

However, we did find substantial problems in the Bureau’s data 
collection and review process, problems that unfortunately create a 
very real incentive for managers to overlook or even possibly en- 
courage data falsification by field staff. The Bureau needs to take 
swift corrective action and measures to address these 
vulnerabilities. 

Data integrity is mission-critical to the Bureau, the Government, 
and America as a whole. Even the appearance of impropriety or in- 
appropriate activities or lingering questions about the trust- 
worthiness of Census Bureau data is unacceptable. As the Nation’s, 
if not the world’s, preeminent statistical agency, the Census Bu- 
reau’s methods must be above reproach. 

The committee staff report released earlier today, in partnership 
with the Joint Economic Committee’s majority staff, identified a 
number of flaws and provided recommendations that would address 
these concerns. Chief among the findings was the data review proc- 
ess does little to discourage data falsification. Namely, supervisors 
who assign work are also responsible for reviewing data quality, 
and they are paid on the basis of completion, speed, and response 
rate of the surveys that are worked on. This creates unacceptable 
incentive for unscrupulous managers to ask field staff to falsify 
data with the promise a manager will cover for the falsification. If 
successful, this scheme would improve alleged response rates and 
allow workers to complete surveys faster, though with little basis 
in reality. 

Under the current system, the people responsible for maximizing 
response rates are the same folks responsible for maintaining data 
quality. They are expected to do a job with two conflicting objec- 
tives. That is not good policy and not good management. Obviously, 
most Census workers and managers are doing the right thing; they 
are fulfilling their commitment to data quality. But we cannot ex- 
pect every one of them to do the right thing when policies and pro- 
cedures incentivize doing something else, or at least turning a 
blind eye to it. 

Quality control needs to be outside the chain of command. As our 
friends of the Inspector General’s Office pointed out in their report, 
the Bureau does things differently for the Decennial Census. They 
have a separate unit responsible for quality control. That is logical. 
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That is good policy and that is good management. It makes sense 
and that should be the policy for all surveys. 

Census Bureau practices also bring into question just how com- 
mittee the Bureau is to committing data falsification. Its employee 
training barely makes mention of it. They still rely on carbon 
paper-based forms to track suspected falsification. I hadn’t seen 
one of these for a while. Apparently they still exist. They also have 
some issues with disparate computer operating systems that don’t 
interchange data well. The Census Bureau needs to send a very 
clear message that it is serious about the quality of its data and 
the integrity of the census. 

It is my sincere hope that today Director Thompson will be able 
to talk about the ways the Census Bureau is actively taking steps 
to address data integrity and other concerns raised by this sub- 
committee and the inspector general. 

At this point, I yield to Mr. Lynch, the ranking member. 

Mr. Farenthold. Actually, before we start, Mr. Lynch, if you 
will indulge me. 

Mr. Lynch. Sure. 

Mr. Farenthold. I would like to ask unanimous consent that 
our colleague from Minnesota, Mr. Paulsen, be allowed to partici- 
pate in this hearing. 

Without objection, so ordered. 

Mr. Lynch? 

Mr. Lynch. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would like 
to thank you for holding this hearing to examine the Census Bu- 
reau’s data collection and quality assurance procedures for the Cur- 
rent Population Survey. 

I would also like to thank our witnesses for being here today to 
discuss the findings and recommendations issued by the Depart- 
ment of Commerce Office of the Inspector General and the progress 
of the Census Bureau in implementing these recommendations. 

Over the past year, as you have noted, Mr. Chairman, there have 
been a number of allegations made against employees within the 
Census Bureau. A November 2013 New York Post article made sev- 
eral of these allegations publicly. And as the chairman has noted, 
these allegations were thoroughly investigated by the Department 
of Commerce Office of the Inspector General and were found to be 
without merit. I would note that the inspector general, Todd 
Zinser, was appointed by President George W. Bush in December 
of 2007 and is with us here today. 

In particular, after reviewing over 3,000 pages of documents and 
conducting more than 100 interviews of former and current Census 
Bureau employees, the Inspector General’s Office issued its final 
investigative report in May 2014, which was appropriately entitled 
“Unsubstantiated Allegations that the Philadelphia Regional Office 
Manipulated the Unemployment Survey Leading Up to the 2012 
Presidential Election to Cause a Decrease in the National Unem- 
ployment Rate.” 

This report, “found no evidence that the management in the 
Philadelphia Regional Office instructed staff to falsify data at any 
time or for any reason.” The inspector general also found, “no evi- 
dence of systemic data falsification in the Philadelphia Regional Of- 
fice.” Again, another finding, they found no evidence that the na- 
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tional unemployment rate was manipulated by staff in the Phila- 
delphia Regional Office in the months leading up to the 2012 presi- 
dential election. 

The inspector general’s report further determined that in order 
to manipulate the unemployment rate, “it would have taken at 
least 78 Census Bureau field representatives working together in 
a coordinated way to report each and every unemployed person in- 
cluded in that sample as employed or not in the labor force during 
September 2012.” The report adds that this effort likely would have 
been detected by the Census Bureau’s quality assurance proce- 
dures. 

The inspector general also found that the decline in the unem- 
ployment rate was consistent with other indicators such as the pay- 
roll estimates by Automatic Data Processing and Moody’s Ana- 
lytics. 

So, in any case, if anyone is keeping score, the New York Post 
allegations were determined by the inspector general to be 100 per- 
cent false. 

Moreover, the inspector general has also reviewed the Bureau’s 
data collection and quality assurance procedures, and issued sev- 
eral recommendations to the Bureau to protect against data fal- 
sification. I think it is important to recognize that the Bureau 
agrees with these recommendations based on Director Thompson’s 
testimony. The Bureau has already adopted two of the inspector 
general’s recommendations and is currently working to implement 
the other four recommendations, and I look forward to hearing the 
details surrounding each of those recommendations. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I yield back my time. 

Mr. Farenthold. Thank you very much. 

I believe Mr. Paulsen has an opening statement as well. You are 
recognized for five minutes, sir. 

Mr. Paulsen. Thank you. Chairman Farenthold. My comments 
come in relation to the Joint Economic Committee’s interest on this 
issue, so I will address the comments to Chairman Issa, Sub- 
committee Chairman Farenthold, Ranking Member Cummings, and 
Subcommittee Ranking Member Lynch. 

Thank you for inviting me to participate in today’s hearing on be- 
half for the Joint Economic Committee. The Joint Economic Com- 
mittee has a vital interest in the accuracy, relevancy, and timeli- 
ness of U.S. economic statistics. The Census Bureau produces many 
economic statistics, including monthly statistics on U.S. inter- 
national trade in goods and services, manufacturing sales and in- 
ventory, and construction. The Census Bureau also collects the 
data used to calculate other economic statistics such as the gross 
domestic product by the Bureau of Economic Analysis and the un- 
employment and labor force participation rates by Bureau of Labor 
Statistics. 

Congress uses these statistics to make decisions about Eederal 
spending and taxes. Both corporate executives and small entre- 
preneurs use these statistics to decide whether to open a new store, 
build a new factory, or hire more workers. Families uses these sta- 
tistics to decide where to buy a new house or how to invest their 
retirement funds. 
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Since so much of economic decision-making relies on statistics 
produced by the Census Bureau or based on data collected by the 
Census Bureau, allegations that the underlying data may have 
been falsified, and thus the economic statistics based on such data 
may be inaccurate, are deeply troubling and deserve congressional 
scrutiny. That is why the Joint Economic Committee joined with 
the Committee on Oversight and Government Reform to inves- 
tigate the allegations published in The New York Post on Novem- 
ber 18th, 2013, that a Census Bureau employee may have falsified 
responses to the Current Population Survey used to calculate the 
unemployment rate, the labor force participation rates, and other 
employment statistics prior to the 2012 presidential election. 

While this investigation did find serious structural problems and 
systemic deficiencies with the Census Bureau’s data collection proc- 
esses, especially with respect to the Bureau’s ability to detect data 
falsification, we found no evidence that falsification occurred with 
the intent to manipulate the U.S. economic statistics, nor was fal- 
sification sufficiently widespread to question the validity of the sta- 
tistics generated from the Census Population Survey. 

The staff report makes five important recommendations to assure 
the integrity of data collection. Checks must be put into place to 
prevent any conflict of interest between achieving a high survey re- 
sponse rate and reporting incidences of data falsification. Specifi- 
cally, clear procedures should be established for staff at any level 
to report potential falsification, and the re-interview process, which 
helps to identify incidences of potential falsification, should be 
independent of the chain of command. While achieving a high re- 
sponse rate is important, it should not trump the integrity of the 
data collected. Implementation of these recommendations would en- 
courage Census employees to report any suspected falsification and 
would help Census managers to detect and correct any fraud. 

Two other recommendations specifically address the accuracy 
and effectiveness of the Bureau’s record-keeping. First, though 
some improvements have been made to case tracking systems, the 
Bureau could do more to ensure that all notes and files associated 
with a case are tracked. Second, the current paper form used for 
reporting suspected falsification must be made electronic and 
tracked such that employees suspected of falsification receive a 
timely and just investigation into the matter. These particular rec- 
ommendations would serve to increase transparency and account- 
ability within the collection process. 

Then, finally. Census Bureau and the Department of Commerce 
should indeed improve their responsiveness to congressional over- 
sight. The Census Bureau has subsequently taken some steps to 
ensure data quality, but real deficiencies remain. I urge the Census 
Bureau to implement all of them promptly, and I am interested in 
learning of any current or future plans from the Census to improve 
data collection and quality control procedures. America does rely on 
economic statistics produced from Census data. The accuracy of 
these statistics must be beyond reproach. 

I yield back, Mr. Chairman. 

[Prepared statement of Mr. Paulsen follows:] 
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REPRESENTATIVE ERIK PAULSEN 
JOINT ECONOMIC COMMITTEE 
SEPTEMBER 18, 2014 

U.S. Census Bureau: Addressing Data Collection 
Vulnerabilities 

Chairman Issa, Subcommittee Chairman Farenthold, Ranking 
Member Cummings, and Subcommittee Ranking Member 
Lynch: Thank you for inviting me to participate in today’s 
hearing on behalf of the Joint Economic Committee. 

The Joint Economic Committee has a vital interest in the 
accuracy, relevancy, and timeliness of U.S. economic statistics. 
The Census Bureau produces many economic statistics 
including monthly statistics on U.S. international trade in goods 
and services, manufacturing sales and inventory, and 
construction. The Census Bureau also collects the data used to 
calculate other economic statistics such as the Gross Domestic 
Product by the Bureau of Economic Analysis and the 
unemployment and labor force participation rates by the Bureau 
of Labor Statistics. 
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Congress uses these statistics to make decisions about federal 
spending and taxes. Both corporate executives and small 
entrepreneurs use these statistics to decide whether to open a 
new store, build a new factory, or hire more workers. Families 
use these statistics to decide whether to buy a new house or how 
to invest their retirement funds. 

Since so much of economic decision-making relies on statistics 
produced by the Census Bureau or based on data collected by 
the Census Bureau, allegations that the underlying data may 
have been falsified, and thus the economic statistics based on 
such data may be inaccurate, are deeply troubling and deserve 
Congressional scrutiny. That’s why the Joint Economic 
Committee joined with the Committee on Oversight and 
Government Reform to investigate allegations published in the 
New York Post on November 18, 2013 that a Census Bureau 
employee may have falsified responses to the Current 
Population Survey used to calculate the unemployment rate, the 
labor force participation rates, and other employment statistics 
prior to the 2012 presidential election. 
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While this investigation did find serious structural problems and 
systematic deficiencies with the Census Bureau’s data collection 
processes, especially with respect to the Bureau’s ability to 
detect data falsification, we found no evidence that falsification 
occurred with the intent to manipulate the U.S. economic 
statistics, nor was falsification sufficiently widespread to 
question the validity of the statistics generated from the Current 
Population Survey. 

The staff report makes five important recommendations to 
assure the integrity of data collection. Checks must be put into 
place to prevent any conflict of interest between achieving a 
high survey response rate and reporting incidences of data 
falsification. 


Page 3 of 5 
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Specifically, clear procedures should be established for staff at 
any level to report potential falsification; and the re-interview 
process, which helps to identify incidences of potential 
falsification, should be independent of the chain of command. 
While achieving a high response rate is important, it should not 
trump the integrity of the data collected. Implementation of 
these recommendations would encourage Census employees to 
report any suspected falsification and would help Census 
managers to detect and correct any fraud. 


Page 4 of 5 
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Two other recommendations specifically address the accuracy 
and effectiveness of the Bureau’s recordkeeping. First, though 
some improvements have been made to case tracking systems, 
the Bureau could do more to ensure that all notes and files 
associated with a case are tracked. Second, the current paper 
form used for reporting suspected falsification must be made 
electronic and tracked such that employees suspected of 
falsification receive a timely and just investigation into the 
matter. These particular recommendations would serve to 
increase transparency and accountability within the collection 
process. And finally, Census Bureau and the Department of 
Commerce should indeed improve their responsiveness to 
Congressional oversight. 

The Census Bureau has subsequently taken some steps to ensure 
data quality, but real deficiencies remain. I urge the Census 
Bureau to implement all of them promptly, and I am interested 
in learning of any current or future plans from the Census to 
improve data collection and quality control procedures. 


America relies on the economic statistics produced from Census 

data. The accuracy of these statistics must be beyond reproach. 

Page 5 of 5 



11 


Mr. Farenthold. Thank you very much. 

Other members will have seven days to submit their opening 
statements for the record. 

We will now recognize our panel. 

The Honorable John Thompson is Director of the United States 
Census Bureau and the Honorable Todd Zinser is Inspector Gen- 
eral for the U.S. Department of Commerce. 

Welcome, gentlemen. 

Pursuant to committee rules, all witnesses are to be sworn before 
they testify. Would you all please rise and raise your right hand? 

Do you solemnly swear or affirm that the testimony you are 
about to give will be the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but 
the truth? 

[Witnesses respond in the affirmative.] 

Mr. Farenthold. Let the record reflect both witnesses answered 
in the affirmative. 

Thank you all. You may be seated. 

In order to allow time for discussion and questions, we ask that 
you hold your testimony to as close to five minutes as possible. 
Your entire written statements will be made part of the record. In 
order to abide by the five second rule, you all have timers in front 
of you. The green light means you are good to go; the yellow light 
means about a minute left; the red light means stop as soon as you 
can get to a reasonable place to do so. 

So we will start with you, Mr. Thompson. You are recognized for 
five minutes. 

Mr. Farenthold. 


WITNESS STATEMENTS 

STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE JOHN H. THOMPSON 

Mr. Thompson. Good afternoon. On behalf of the U.S. Census 
Bureau, thank you. Chairman Farenthold, Ranking Member Lynch, 
and the subcommittee for inviting me today. I appreciate your on- 
going support of the Census Bureau and I am pleased to be able 
to tell you about our data collection and data integrity efforts. 

In my 27 years as a civil servant at the Census Bureau and in 
the year since I was appointed Director, I have come to be ex- 
tremely proud of our agency and its employees. They are dedicated, 
qualified, and mission-focused public servants who provide an in- 
valuable service to the American people. Thanks to them, the Cen- 
sus Bureau is one of the Federal Government’s foremost sources of 
quality statistics, and I am extremely proud to lead it. 

The Census Bureau emphasizes integrity in every one of our data 
collection efforts. This is true of perhaps our best known activity, 
the Decennial Census; it is true of the Economic Census, which we 
conduct every five years; and of the American Community Survey, 
the Nation’s premier source of community and neighborhood level 
data. It is also true of the Current Population Survey, which I will 
discuss today. 

The Current Population Survey, or CPS, is administered by Cen- 
sus Bureau field representatives. The typical field representative 
works part-time and earns about $15 an hour. Their average age 
is 57, and many of them work for the Census Bureau to supple- 
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ment their retirement or other income. They are members of their 
local communities and they are the face of the Census Bureau to 
every home they visit, and, as such, we hold them to high stand- 
ards of performance, professionalism, and courtesy. 

Recently, the Department of Commerce’s Office of the Inspector 
General, or OIG, investigated an alleged data falsification in the 
CPS. This matter was immediately referred to the OIG. After 
months of investigation and more than 100 interviews with current 
and former staff, and as you will hear shortly, the OIG concluded 
that these claims were unsubstantiated. They found no evidence 
that the Census Bureau management had instructed field rep- 
resentatives to falsify or manipulate data. 

As part of their review, the OIG also evaluated the procedures 
that we use to detect falsification and made six recommendations 
for improvement. The Census Bureau wholeheartedly agrees that 
these suggestions will further strengthen our data integrity. We 
have already put three of the recommendations into practice and 
are implementing the other three. 

For example, we now immediately suspend work assignments to 
field representatives who are suspected of falsifying data unless 
and until they are cleared by an internal investigation. We have 
implemented the Unified Tracking System, or UTS. It provides a 
view of near real-time cost, progress, and response data, consoli- 
dating data from other production systems and over time and 
across surveys. This is a powerful tool for monitoring employee per- 
formance and detecting anomalies that may indicate falsification. 

In addition to the UTS, we maintain detailed keystroke data 
which can also be used to investigate falsification. We generate 
UTS reports that field managers use to monitor the quality of our 
interviewers’ work. We have updated and will continue to update 
our training materials, and we are automating the process for re- 
porting falsification, known as the Form 11-163. 

We have improved how we monitor and limit field representa- 
tives’ workloads to avoid circumstances that might encourage 
shortcuts such as data falsification. We are improving our quality 
control process so that data collection re-interviews are now inde- 
pendent from the chain of command, and we are on our way to cen- 
tralizing these efforts. Finally, we are sending regular reports to all 
of our survey sponsors, such as the Bureau of Labor Statistics in 
the case of the CPS. 

I also want to assure the members of the subcommittee that all 
field representatives receive guidance on reporting improprieties, 
including data falsification. New employees complete a training 
that includes how to report fraud, waste, and abuse to the Office 
of the Inspector General and also receive an administrative manual 
that includes a specific section with specific instructions about re- 
porting fraud, waste, and abuse to the Office of the Inspector Gen- 
eral, and this manual also includes the hotline number and a link 
to the Web site. 

At the Census Bureau, we welcome scrutiny and oversight of our 
work. I sincerely appreciate the OIG’s suggestions. They are a 
clear, practical roadmap for improvement and they will help the 
Census Bureau build on its already excellent work. 
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Thank you for this opportunity to address you. I look forward to 
your questions. 

[Prepared statement of Mr. Thompson follows:] 
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Good afternoon. On behalf of the U.S. Census Bureau, I want to thank Chairman Farenthold, Ranking 
Member Lynch, and the Subcommittee on Federal Workforce, U.S. Postal Service & the Census for the 
opportunity to discuss the data collection and quality assurance procedures used in the Current Population 
Survey (CPS). 

The Census Bureau’s mission is to serve as the leading source of quality data about the nation’s people and 
economy. We collect numerous business and household surveys, including the CPS. In doing so, we 
promote statistical rigor, confidentiality, and objectivity because we have an obligation to the nation to 
produce reliable statistics and information that informs both public and private decision-making. 

The CPS is a voluntary household survey sponsored by the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) and the Census 
Bureau, and has been in continuous production since 1 940. The CPS is the basis for the monthly 
unemployment rate reported by BLS. The Census Bureau also sponsors an annual supplement to the CPS 
that is the basis for annual estimates of income and poverty, which serve as a threshold for many federal aid 
programs, as well as the estimates of health insurance coverage. Each month, the Census Bureau sends field 
representatives to collect information from about 65,000 households. Field representatives have 
approximately ten days to collect the information before the Census Bureau has to process and send tlie 
micro data to BLS to calculate the employment and unemployment statistics that are released the first Friday 
of each month. 

Wlien a household initially falls into the CPS sample, we send a letter explaining the survey, the 
confidentiality of tlieir information, and that a field representative will be contacting them. The field 
representatives conduct the initial interviews in person and can conduct the follow-up months interviews in- 
person or over the phone. In both instances, the field representatives conduct the interviews using an 
encrypted laptop issued by tlie Census Bureau. The field representatives are required to transmit their cases 
back to the Census Bureau once a day. W''e train and expect our survey workforce to be professional and 
courteous, as we rely on these employees to do one of the most fundamental tasks, wliich is to help 
encourage and maintain respondent participation throughout the duration of the survey. Prior to working on 
the CPS, each field representative receives extensive on-the-job training on interviev,ing skills, how to handle 
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non-interview situations, how to probe for information and ask questions as worded, and to implement both 
face-to-face and telephone interview techniques. Part of the on-the-job training includes observation by a 
super\dsor of their initial interviews. Observation is an important component of both training and continued 
employee evaluation as supervisors monitor work for perfonimnce and to ensure procedures are uniformly 
followed by the field representatives. 

The Census Bureau employs more than 7,000 field r^r^entatives in total. Approximately 2,700 of them 
work on the CPS. On average, each CPS field representative is responsible for 25-30 cases each month. The 
typical Census Bureau field representative is a GS-3 or GS-4, earning on average $15.00 an hour, working part 
time for a total of 60-70 hours per month, often as a second job or to supplement retirement or other 
income. Their average age is 57 and they are members of their local communities, hailing from every county 
in the nation. They work in all weather during evenings and weekends when respondents are at home. We 
hold the field representatives to high performance standards, which include production rates and 
performance. We expect the field representatives to be persistent, outgoing, and knowledgeable, as well as 
professional and courteous, because, in fact, they are the “face” of the Census Bureau with each and everj^ 
house they visit. 

Therefore, the Census Bureau emphasizes integrity in every data collection effort we conduct on behalf of 
other Federal agencies or for ourselves, including the CPS. We incorporate procedures to detect data quality 
issues - and most importantly to deter and assess instances of falsification. As part of this, the Census 
Bureau conducts “reinterviews” with a sample of CPS cases each month. A reinterview is a second, 
independent interview of the household by a different interviewer. During each reinterview the independent 
interviewer asks questions to determine whether the original field representative conducted an interview and 
followed proper procedures. The Census Bureau conducts reinterviews to evaluate data quality, including 
response error, and to monitor the quality of the field representatives’ work. This quality control process is 
designed to ensure the field representatives are conducting the survey correctly and to deter and detect 
falsification. As part of the quality control reinterview process, the Census Bureau reviews each field 
representative’s work at least once and up to four times in a 1 5 month reinterview cycle. The Census Bureau 
also conducts “targeted reinterviews” if there is reason to believe a field representative has falsified data. 

Most recently, the Department of Commerce’s Office of Inspector General (OIG) undertook a rigorous 
investigation of alleged data falsification and the Census Bureau’s procedures for detecting and addressing 
data falsification. The OIG’s investigation followed allegations reported to their hotline and in the media in 
the fall of 2013 of organized data falsification in the Census Bureau’s Philadelphia Regional Office. After 
months of investigating and interviewing more than 100 current and former staff, including using pol)^aphs, 
the OIG concluded that the allegations were unfounded, and no evidence that management had instructed 
the staff tr) falsify or manipulate data. The OIG also reviewed the computer audit trails and procedures the 
Census Bureau had used to detect falsification, including the reporting mechanisms, quality assurance 
processes, and employee policies. 

The OIG ultimately recommended six improvements to the Census Bureau’s current practices, which we 
agree will enhance our ability to deter and detect potential data falsification. We are addressing those 
recommendations as follows: 

Recommeaditiem #/; Implement » trotting mechenism conSxmed d»t» ddsiScatioas to sutve^ 

sponsors. 

The Census Bureau has reviewed its practices for providing timely and transparent feedback to its 
survey sponsors for confirmed cases of data falsification. The Census Bureau now provides a 
quarterly reinterview report to BI..5 which includes summary results of the reinterview process, 
including the number of interviewers checked with the status, outcomes, and resolutions of the 
investigations, as well as a list of the specific cases diat were confirmed as falsified, if any. 
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RecommendMtitm #2^ Implement m Rmnel policy thatpiohibits employees suspected ofBdsMcstion 
&om collecting survey dsts during die investigative process. 

In the past, field representatives were permitted to continue working during a period where 
suspected falsification on their part was under investigation. The Census Bureau has changed its 
policies such that field representatives who are suspected of falsifying data are given no further field 
assignments until 1) the falsification investi^tion has been completed; and 2) the determination has 
been made that the field representative did not fakify field data. If the investigation confirms that 
the employee falsified survey data, then appropriate administrative action, such as termination from 
employment, is taken against the employee. 

Recommendsti€m ^3: Updste procedurzl msnusls snd trsining mstemls to reSect current regional 
o£Sce Reid structure andinRirm Reid representatives about survey data RdsiRcation and the 
consequences of cmnmitting RdsiRcation. 

The Census Bureau is updating its training materials to strengthen our emphasis on quality control 
procedures, the importance of collecting quality data, and the consequences of falsifying data. We 
believe the first defense against falsification is deterrence, and effective training can help ensure the 
field representatives understand the importance of ensuring the integrity of the data we collect. 
Effective with the rating year beginning this October and every rating year thereafter, all 7,000+ field 
representatives will review and sign a data quality agreement that lays out the expectations for 
maintaining data integrity and the consequences for not doing so. Newly hired field representatives 
will sign the agreement as well. 

Recommendation #4: Implement an independent quaRty assurance process R>t all survey 
operations. 

Development is underway to establish a two-phased approach for implementing a centralized quality 
control reinterview process for the CPS that operates independently from the Regional Offices 
where the initial data collection takes place. Starting July 2014, the Census Bureau initiated a pilot 
whereby the reinterview operation from one Regional Office was moved to the Jeffersonville 
Contact Center 0CC). This pilot effort involves randomly selecting reinterview cases from CPS and 
having the cases administered by JCC interviewers, instead of interviewers in the Regional Office. 
The jee interviewers are independent from the Regional Office staff To expedite this pilot and 
enable us to fine-tune operational procedures, we are using existing Regional Office control systems 
and laptops in the JCC. Cases that cannot be resolved by the JCC (e.g., they have no phone 
numbers) and must be resolved by the Regional Office and will be handled by a staff member other 
than the supervisor direedy responsible for the interviewer who conducted the original interview. 
With refinements of the operational process, we are expanding the reinterview to include additional 
Regional Offices in the fall and winter. 

The Bureau’s goal is that by April 2015, we are using the Contact Centers exclusively for centralized 
quality control reinterview. Development of a system to manage centralized control of reinterview 
cases within the JCC’s own computer-assisted telephone interview systems is currently underway. 

Once implemented for CPS, these centralized systems and operational procedures will provide the 
foundation for other surveys to transition to an independent, centralized reinterview process. 
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Recommejadudcm Masuic that all suirc/ supctvjsats tasked with detectiag and preventing 

survey data £dsi£cation are prop^fy utilizing all available tools to safeguard against such 
misconduct 

The Census Bureau supervisors, managers, and analysts currently used several innovative tools to 
deter and detect interviewer falsification. We continue to enhance the utility of each of these tools by 
reaching out to users and other stakeholders to identify improvements to reports and ways to 
enhance training on these tools. 

The Census Bureau’s Unified Tracking System (UTS) is a data warehouse that provides a view of near 
real-time indicators of cost, progress, and data quality, consolidating data from other production 
systems over time and across surveys. Man^rs/analysts in the Regional Offices and Census 
Headquarters can review data such as response rates, contact attempts, item nonresponse rates, and 
cost. Among other uses, UTS data can highlight performance by field representatives that seems 
“too good to be true,” indicating the need to investigate cases for potential falsification. 

The Census Bureau monitoring tools include a system used to record all of the telephone interviews 
at the National Processing Center and employs coaches to monitor the calls. These coaches 
unobtrusively listen, observe, and assess the interaction between the interviewer and respondent. 

The Census Bureau also uses a similar technology with the field representatives. The Computer-Audio 
Kecorded Interview (CABJ) system enables audio recordings during in-person interviews. The Census 
Bureau is currently using CARI for the Survey of Income and Program Participation (SIPP), and we 
plan to begin using it for the CPS and other sun^eys. We use the tools to monitor the quality of the 
interviews and they also can be used to investigate alleged falsification. 

Recommendation Implement internal controls to efkctivefy monitor and limit Field 
Representatiw wo^oads in order to reduce the risk of&lsiticatitm. 

The Census Bureau issued a memorandum in July directing the Regional Offices to monitor and limit 
the size of an interviewer’s workload, and if necessary to redistribute the workload to avoid having 
field representatives experience circumstances that may encourage short cuts, such as falsification. 
Deviation from the workload standard (e.g., a very large monthly workload by a field representative) 
will require a written explanation for the reason for the deviation from the Regional Director to the 
Chief of tile Field Division. In addition, the Chief of Field Division will have management staff at 
Headquarters evaluate monthly survey data for results that appear to be out of the norm and 
indicative of potential falsification, and will take appropriate follow-up action with the Regional 
Director to further investigate these issues. 

I can reassure you that the Census Bureau has taken the recommendations of the OTG seriously and we are 
fully committed to effectively detecting and addressing falsification. The Census Bureau is committed to 
continuous improvement and these steps are crucial part of an on-going effort to utilize stakeholder input 
and technological capabilities to ensure that the data we produce meets the high expectations and needs of its 
customers, which include not only its sponsors, such as BLS, but also public and private data users. Thank 
you for the opportunity to share our processes and discuss the improvements. 
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Mr. Farenthold. Thank you very much, Mr. Thompson. 

Inspector General Zinser, you are up. 

STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE TODD ZINSER 

Mr. Zinser. Thank you, Mr. Farenthold, Ranking Member 
Lynch, Mr. Clay, and members of the subcommittee. We appreciate 
the opportunity to testify today on vulnerabilities on Census data 
collection and quality assurance processes. 

As you and Director Thompson have noted, one of the many sur- 
veys the Census Bureau conducts throughout the year is the 
monthly Current Population Survey, also referred to as CPS. Ear- 
lier this year, on May 1st, my office publicly issued a report of in- 
vestigation concerning allegations that the Census Bureau’s Phila- 
delphia Regional Office engaged in widespread falsification of CPS 
surveys, including the manipulation of the CPS unemployment rate 
in the months leading up to the 2012 presidential election. My 
written statement summarizes the allegations concerning the 
Philadelphia Regional Office and the results of our investigation, 
observations we made related to Census Bureau falsification poli- 
cies, and recommendations stemming from our investigation. 

The key allegations we investigated concerning the Philadelphia 
Office included: number one, were Census field representatives in- 
structed by their supervisors to falsify data; two, did members of 
management alter completed surveys to manipulate data; and, 
three, did any alleged data falsification of the CPS in August and 
September of 2012 have a measurable impact on the unemploy- 
ment rate leading up to the 2012 presidential election. 

We conducted over 100 interviews of current and former Census 
Bureau employees in the Philadelphia Regional Office, Head- 
quarters, and other regional offices. We reviewed training mate- 
rials, interviewing procedures, quality control processes, and per- 
formance assessments. We also conducted extensive analysis of 
Census CPS data and BLS employment statistics data, as well as 
other data relevant to our investigation. 

While our investigation did not substantiate these allegations, we 
did identify several vulnerabilities with respect to the Census Bu- 
reau policies and processes and made a series of recommendations. 
We made the following four observations: one, survey supervisors 
do not consistently use the tools available to them for detecting and 
preventing data falsification; two, field representatives suspected of 
falsifying data are sometimes allowed to continue conducting sur- 
veys while the matter is under investigation, there is not a con- 
sistent practice across offices; three, the regional office quality as- 
surance process creates the potential for a conflict of interest be- 
cause the same supervisors who manage staff and could direct the 
falsification of survey data are responsible for reporting instances 
when their staff falsifies data; and, four, CPS procedural manuals 
and training materials are outdated, inconsistent, and do not dis- 
cuss the serious consequences of falsification. 

We made the following six recommendations: one, implement a 
formal policy that prohibits employees suspected of falsification 
from collecting survey data during the investigative process; two, 
update procedural manuals and training materials to inform field 
representatives about the consequences of committing falsification; 



19 


three, implement an independent quality assurance process for all 
survey operations similar to the one used during Decennial Census 
operations; four, ensure that all survey supervisors are properly 
using all available tools to safeguard against falsification of survey 
data; five, implement internal controls to effectively monitor and 
limit field representative workloads in order to reduce the risk of 
falsification; and, six, implement a reporting mechanism for con- 
firmed data falsifications to those organizations that sponsor Cen- 
sus Bureau surveys. 

As noted by Director Thompson, the Census Bureau agreed with 
our findings and is in the process of implementing our rec- 
ommendations. 

Thank you again for the opportunity to testify, and I would be 
happy to answer any questions you or other members of the sub- 
committee may have. 

[Prepared statement of Mr. Zinser follows:] 
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Chairman Farenthold, Ranking Member Lynch, and Members of the Subcommittee: 

We appreciate the opportunity to testify today on vulnerabilities in Census Bureau data 
collection and quality assurance processes. The Census Bureau is best known for its 
Constitutional duty to count the population and housing every 1 0 years; however, throughout 
the year the Census Bureau conducts many other surveys. The Census Bureau entirely funds 
some of these surveys; others it jointly sponsors with other agencies, or conducts on behalf of 
other agencies on a reimbursable basis. For example, the Census Bureau jointly sponsors the 
Current Population Survey (CPS) with the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS). The CPS is the 
primary source of labor force statistics in the United States and the results of the survey are 
used to generate the national unemployment rate every month. 

The Census Bureau’s conduct of the CPS by its Philadelphia Regional Office became the subject 
of allegations of widespread data falsification, including that the Philadelphia Regional Office 
manipulated the unemployment survey in the months leading up to the 2012 Presidential 
election. These allegations were investigated by my office. On May I, 2014, we issued a public 
report concerning our findings. 

Our testimony today will briefly summarize (I) the allegations concerning the Philadelphia 
Regional Office and results of our investigation, (2) observations related to Census Bureau 
falsification policies, and (3) recommendations stemming from our investigation, i request that 
our entire report of investigation on this matter be made part of the hearing record. 

Background 

The Census Bureau employs between 9,500 and 10,000 personnel, approximately 7,000 of 
whom are Field Representatives (i.e., the professional interviewer staff). The Census Bureau 
recently restructured and realigned its field organization and regional office management 
structure, reducing the number of regional offices from 12 to 6. In June 2014, we initiated an 
audit of the restructuring and associated management reforms. One of the objectives of that 
audit is to determine whether the Census Bureau is meeting, or on pace to meet, the goals of 
the realignment, as well as the impact of the realignment on its ability to ensure the quality of 
its surveys. 

Over the years, the Department of Commerce Office of Inspector General (OIG) has provided 
substantial oversight of the Census Bureau. For the 2010 decennial, which cost nearly $13 
billion, OIG issued 30 reports, Congressional testimonies, and other work products during the 
decade, culminating in a Final Report to Congress in June 20 1 1 . Since that time, over the past 3 
years, we have issued a dozen more public reports and work products concerning the Census 
Bureau. On May 21, 2014, for example, we issued, “The Census Bureau Lacks Accurate and 
Informative Cost Data to Guide 2020 Research Through a Constrained Budget Environment” 
Among the objectives of our audit was to evaluate the Census Bureau’s process for 
implementing mandatory budget reductions; however, we were unable to make an assessment 
because we found that the accounting system for the Census Bureau does not contain accurate 
project cost data. We will continue to focus our oversight on the Census Bureau’s preparation 
for the 2020 decennial. 
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Allegations Investigated 

On October 30, 20 1 3, OIG received information through a web hotline complaint alleging that 
the Census Bureau’s Philadelphia Regional Office falsified data on the CPS. Several weeks later, 
on November 18, 2013, media reports alleged that the Philadelphia Regional Office had “faked” 
the national unemployment survey (i.e., CPS) in the months leading up to the 2012 presidential 
election in order to artificially decrease the unemployment rate. There were also allegations 
regarding widespread falsification in the Philadelphia Regional Office — and that the Regional 
Office, along with Census Bureau headquarters management, covered up data falsification. 

The key allegations, received from various sources, are summarized into the following 
questions: 

• Did a Survey Supervisor in the Philadelphia Regional Office instruct subordinates to 
falsify survey data? 

• Did a Survey Supervisor change subordinate survey responses to manipulate data, and 
did he or a second Survey Supervisor prevent falsification reports from being reported 
to Census Bureau headquarters? 

• Did any alleged data falsification on the Current Population Survey in the Philadelphia 
Regional Office in August and September of 201 2 have a measurable impact on the 
unemployment rate leading up to the 2012 presidential election? 

While our investigation did not substantiate the existence of widespread falsification in the 
Philadelphia Regional Office that artificially decreased the national unemployment rate in the 
months leading up to the Presidential election in 2012, we did identify several vulnerabilities 
with respect to the Census Bureau policies and processes for detecting and preventing data 
falsification — and made a series of recommendations to strengthen the Census Bureau’s 
processes and internal controls. 

Methodology 

OIG conducted over 1 00 interviews of current and former Census Bureau employees in the 
Philadelphia Regional Office, headquarters, and other regional offices. We reviewed documents 
provided by the complainant, personnel files, a report of investigation concerning an Equal 
Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC) complaint relevant to the allegations, training 
materials, policies for interviewing procedures, quality control and assurance processes, and 
performance assessments. We also conducted extensive analysis of Census Bureau CPS data 
and BLS employment statistics data, as well as other data relevant to our investigation. A more 
detailed description of our methodology is included in appendix A. 
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Results of Investigation into Survey Falsification Allegations 

1 . Did a Survey Supervisor in the Philadelphia Regional Office instruct 
subordinates to falsify survey data? 

Our investigation did not substantiate the allegation that a Survey Supervisor instructed 
his subordinates to falsify survey data. The complaint and one key witness alleged that in 
a July 26, 2010, conversation the supervisor of the key witness instructed the key 
witness to falsify survey data and stated that he would cover for the key witness if the 
key witness was caught. The complainant alleged that on July 27, 2010, the supervisor 
left a voice mail message for her during which he repeated the instructions he gave to 
the key witness. There was no copy of the voicemail message kept and the message was 
not otherwise transcribed by the complainant. The complainant identified two witnesses 
who had listened to the voice mail message at the time. We interviewed those 
witnesses and they have varying recollections of the contents of the voice mail message. 
However, neither of the third-party witnesses recalls the message specifically directing 
the survey data falsification. OIG interviewed a sample of 50 field staff in the Philadelphia 
Regional Office, and none of the witnesses reported ever being asked to falsify survey 
data. The Survey Supervisor who was the subject of the allegations was interviewed, 
denied ever instructing any employee to falsify survey data, and voluntarily submitted to 
a polygraph examination, which indicated no deception. 

2. Did a Survey Supervisor change subordinate survey responses to manipulate 
data, and did he or a second Survey Supervisor prevent falsification reports 
from being reported to Census Bureau headquarters? 

Our investigation did not substantiate allegations that the Survey Supervisor or his 
Manager tampered with subordinate’s survey responses or deleted their emails. Our 
investigation determined that, when a Field Representative enters survey data, the 
system generates an audit trail (also known as a “trace file”): each entry screen, field 
update, and entered value is logged by the system and time-stamped. If a Census Bureau 
employee modifies survey data after the initial entry, the audit trail would list the 
specific fields that were updated. A supervisor cannot remotely log in as a subordinate 
and change the subordinate’s survey responses: the supervisor would need to use the 
subordinate’s laptop to change recorded responses. OiG reviewed the audit trails for 
surveys conducted by the key witness and found that the data fields were only entered a 
single time, in other words, after key witness’s initial entry, the audit trails do not 
indicate that the data was modified or altered. Additionally, we reviewed the audit trails 
for all of the supervisor’s completed CPS cases during July and August 2010, the dates 
alleged in the complaint, and did not find evidence that the survey supervisor altered 
cases of the key witnesses or anyone else in an attempt to cover up falsification. To 
further determine whether supervisors attempted to cover up the key witnesses’ 
falsification during reinterview,' we reviewed the reinterview cases — and, combined 


' Reintemew is the primary quality assurance process used by the Census Bureau to assess the quality of the 
surveys conducted by Field Representatives. 
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with the evidence in the audit traits described above, we found no evidence that 
supervisors tampered with the cases conducted by the key witness to cover up 
falsification. Further, OIG conducted extensive investigative activities to uncover other 
examples of supervisors altering survey responses. No other instances were identified. 
For example, OIG interviewed a sample of SO field staff in the Philadelphia Regional 
Office. None of them reported any concerns of supervisors changing survey responses. 

3. Did any alleged data falsification on the Current Population Survey in the 
Philadelphia Regional Office in August and September of 20 1 2 have a 
measurable impact on the unemployment rate leading up to the 2012 
presidential election? 

Our investigation did not substantiate the allegation that the national unemployment 
rate was manipulated by the Philadelphia Regional Office in the months leading up to the 
2012 presidential election. Nor did our investigation find any evidence to support that 
such manipulation is likely from a statistical perspective. OIG performed the following 
analyses: (I) reviewing the key witness’ case outcomes (e.g. employed, unemployed, not 
in labor force) to assess whether there was an unexpectedly low number of 
unemployed cases in his or her workload; (2) assessing whether it was theoretically 
possible for Field Representatives to artificially depress the unemployment rate through 
falsification; and (3) considering the likelihood of Field Representative falsification 
substantively affecting the national unemployment rate in September 20 1 2, given the 
Census Bureau’s quality assurance procedures, employment data trends, and interviews 
with more than 75 Philadelphia Regional Office employees. 

It is theoretically possible, though unlikely, that a large number of Field Representatives 
working in concert could depress the unemployment rate through falsification. Our 
investigation determined that, to move the unemployment rate from 8. 1 percent to 7.8 
percent (see highlighted portion of the 20 1 2 row in the table below) through falsification 
between August and September 20 1 2, it would have taken approximately 78 Field 
Representatives changing all unemployed household members to employed. To do so 
would also require escaping detection from the Census Bureau's quality control 
measures. 
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Data trends also support that the drop in unemployment was not the result of 
falsification. The unemployment rate did not exceed 7.9 percent after August 2012 and 
continued to fall after the presidential election, meaning that, if the data were affected 
by falsification, undetected and systematic falsification would have had to continue for 
several months. Since the unemployment rate declined after the presidential election, it 
is even less likely that the trend was caused by data falsification. 

Alternative employment indicators independent of the CPS (and, in turn, independent of 
data collected by the Census Bureau) provide further confirmation of this trend. Instead 
of surveying individuals about their current employment status, as is done by the CPS, 
the BLS Current Employment Statistics (CES) program surveys businesses monthly 
about their number of non-farm payroll workers. The CPS surveys individuals in order 
to determine the percentage of employed people in the United States, while the CES 
estimates aggregate employment, wages, and hours for several hundred industries. 
According to CES, between August 2012 and December 2013 the number of employees 
on business payrolls increased each month (see figure on next page). 

CES Non-farm Employment Compared to the National Unemployment Rate 
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Source: OIG analysis of BLS data 

Additionally, ADP, in collaboration with Moody’s Analytics, publishes an independent 
employment report each month using payroll data from 20 percent of U.S. businesses 
Overall, the ADP/Moody’s payroll results closely mirror the CES — the results have a .96 
correlation — and show a similar pattern: between August 2012 and December 2013, 
payroll employment increased every month. If the national unemployment rate 
decreased primarily as a result of falsification on CPS, it would be unlikely for both CES 
and the ADP/Moody’s measure to show consistent monthly job growth. 
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In addition, OIG conducted more than 75 interviews of Philadelphia Regional Office 
employees at all levels, from senior management to field staff. No witness mentioned 
any concerns whatsoever about manipulation of the unemployment rate or anything 
about the 2012 presidential election. In sum, our investigation found no evidence 
supporting the allegation that the national unemployment rate was manipulated by the 
Census Bureau’s Philadelphia Regional Office management in the months leading up to 
the 2012 presidential election. 

Observations Related to Census Bureau Falsification Policies 

1 . Survey Supervisors do not consistently use the tools available to them for 
detecting and preventing survey data falsification. 

The Census Bureau currently provides Survey Supervisors with tools to help them 
identify and prevent falsification. The Unified Tracking System collects paradata — or 
empirical measurements about the survey process — during and after data collection. 

The Contact History Instrument is an application in the survey instrument that captures 
information about each time a Field Representative attempts to contact a household. 
These tools allow supervisors to analyze specific information regarding a Field 
Representative’s contact attempts with all households in the Field Representative’s 
assignment that could potentially indicate falsification (e.g., an interview conducted after 
midnight). In our interviews for our investigation, however, we found that some 
supervisors are not using these tools. 

2 . Census Bureau employees suspected of falsifying data are sometimes 
allowed to continue conducting surveys while they are under investigation 
for falsification. 

QIC’s investigation determined that procedures related to falsification vary by region — 
and that Field Representatives who are being investigated for falsification are sometimes 
allowed to continue to collect survey data during the investigative process. OIG found 
that one region removes all survey work from a Field Representative who is formally 
notified of suspected falsification. However, if the Field Representative disputes the 
claim but the supervisor still pursues the investigative process, the Field Representative 
is allowed to return to work. In this particular region, the Field Representative is 
allowed to conduct interviews up to the point that the Employee Relations Board 
approves termination due to confirmed data falsification. 

In speaking with staff from the other regions, we found that the treatment and 
management of a Field Representative suspected of falsification is largely left to the 
supervisor’s discretion — typically, a Field Representative suspected of falsification has his 
or her survey work taken away at some point in the process, but it varies, in most 
regions, the suspected Field Representative’s ability to continue to work during the 
process is determined on a case-by-case basis. Our interviews indicated that this was 
largely influenced by legal guidance that disfavored placing Field Representatives on 
administrative leave or pulling their cases while they are under investigation for 
suspected falsification. 
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3. The quality assurance operation in the Regional Office is not independent, 
creating potential conflicts of interest. 

For ongoing survey operations (e.g., CPS), within each regional office there is a single set 
of managers and supervisors who are responsible for both regular interview and 
reinterview operations. Reinterview helps determine (I) whether interviews are 
conducted according to proper procedures, (2) instances of data falsification, and (3) 
response error that arises from specific questions on the survey. Since managers and 
supervisors are, at least in part, assessed based on the performance of the Field 
Representatives under their supervision, this arrangement lacks internal controls and 
creates potential conflicts of interest by asking a supervisor to review the work of Field 
Representatives on whose performance (at least partially) that supervisor’s own 
performance is assessed. 

The quality assurance operation conducted during the 2010 decennial census, in which 
data collection and reinterview duties were segregated, is more appropriate and 
eliminates the potential conflicts of interest that ongoing survey operations introduce by 
asking supervisors to manage both data collection and reinterview. Each Local Census 
Office during 2010 decennial census operations included a parallel, but separate, 
organization of office and field staff who were responsible for quality assurance. 

4. Current Population Survey procedural manuals and training materials are 
outdated, inconsistent, and do not discuss falsification. 

Certain Census Bureau policies and manuals have not been updated to reflect the 
reorganized regional office field structure that was finalized in January 20 1 3. At the time 
of our investigation, regional office staff still used outdated materials to manage survey 
operations and train new hires. For example, the CPS office manual had not been 
updated since 2010. The outdated manuals and training materials use outdated terms 
and the outdated titles assigned to various supervisory and managerial positions. At the 
very least, outdated materials cause extra work for trainers and confusion during the 
training process for new hires; at worst, outdated materials and erroneous and 
conflicting instructions can lead to wasted time in the field and even errors in data 
collection. 

We found that the CPS materials, which the Census Bureau uses to train new hires, do 
not mention the prohibition against data falsification and its consequences, though the 
materials do instruct Field Representatives to remind respondents of the possibility of a 
follow-up visit for reinterview. The materials include numerous references to the 
Census Bureau's confidentiality policy and every Census Bureau employee is required to 
swear an oath of office “not [to] disclose any information . , . to any persons[,] either 
during or after [your] employment.” As evidenced by the focus on confidentiality, the 
Census Bureau has ample opportunity to discuss data falsification and its consequences 
with new hires. 


7 



28 


In contrast to directions given to Field Representatives with respect to ongoing surveys 
such as the CPS, 2010 decennial census enumerators were given clear and explicit 
definitions of what constituted falsification, instructions to not falsify data, as well as 
clearly stated consequences for intentionally falsifying data including termination from 
employment: 

Data falsification is intentionally and deliberately entering wrong 
information. . . . You must not submit falsified work under any 
circumstances. If you willfully falsify information . . ., you can be found guilty of 
perjury . . . and may be fined up to $250,000 and/or imprisoned up to five years. 

You may be removed from federal service and prohibited from future federal 
employment. 

Recommendations 

As a result of our investigation, we made the following recommendations: 

1 . Implement a reporting mechanism for confirmed data falsifications to survey 
sponsors. 

Currently, for instance, the Census Bureau does not notify BLS about specific instances 
of CPS falsification. Irrespective of whether falsification has a statistical impact on survey 
results, BLS and other survey sponsors have cognizance and should be informed in the 
interest of transparency and full disclosure. 

2. Implement a formal policy that prohibits employees suspected of falsification 
from collecting survey data during the investigative process. 

Under current Census Bureau policies, employees suspected of falsifying data are 
sometimes allowed to continue working during the falsification investigation. A policy 
prohibiting suspected data falsifiers from collecting survey data would prevent them 
from submitting additional inaccurate survey results. 

3. Update procedural manuals and training materials to reflect current 
Regional Office field structure and inform Field Representatives about survey 
data falsification and the consequences of committing falsification. 

Materials used by the Census Bureau to conduct day-to-day survey operations and train 
new employees include references to obsolete regional office supervisory arrangements 
and positions. Training materials for new employees do not discuss survey falsification. 
Educating new employees about survey data falsification and emphasizing the 
consequences of falsification may discourage Field Representatives from falsifying survey 
data. 
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4. Implement an Independent quality assurance process for all survey 
operations. 

The Census Bureau assesses supervisor performance, at least in part, by the work of a 
supervisor’s Field Representatives, and the quality assurance process (i.e., reinterview) 
assesses the quality of the Field Representatives’ work. Currently, the same regional 
office supervisor is responsible for both the interview process and the quality assurance 
process, creating a potential conflict of interest. During the 2010 decennial census, 
quality assurance employees and supervisors were independent from other operations, 
reducing the risk of conflicts of interest 

5. Ensure that all survey supervisors tasked with detecting and preventing 
survey data falsification are properly utilizing all available tools to safeguard 
against such misconduct. 

While the Census Bureau currently has several tools available for identifying potentially 
falsified cases, supervisors rely primarily on the quality assurance process. For example, 
supervisors can also use the Contact History Instrument which provides the time of day 
Field Representatives attempt to contact respondents. Interviews conducted late at 
night (e.g., after midnight) are at a greater risk for falsification. 

6. Implement internal controls to effectively monitor and limit Field 
Representative workloads in order to reduce the risk of falsification. 

To further reduce the risk for survey data falsification, supervisors should scrutinize 
workloads and staffing levels to avoid assigning atypically large workloads to Field 
Representatives. 

By memorandum dated July 30, 2014, the Census Bureau Director agreed with our 
recommendations and summarized the responsive actions taken by the Census Bureau. A copy 
of the Census Bureau Director’s memorandum is included as appendix B. 
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Appendix A; Methodology 

OIG conducted over 1 00 interviews of current and former Census Bureau employees in the 
Philadelphia Regional Office, headquarters, and other regional offices. These interviews 
included: 

• The complainant 

• The key witness 

• Philadelphia Regional Office management who were alleged to have directed or 
orchestrated falsification 

o OIG conducted a recorded and transcribed interview of each of the managers, as 
well as several follow-up interviews 

o Polygraph examinations of the managers were also conducted 

• Witnesses to the alleged falsification instructions identified by the complainant 

• Current and former Philadelphia Regional Office senior management during the relevant 
time period 

• 50 Philadelphia Regional Office field staff (in these interviews, field staff were asked 
whether they had ever been pressured or ordered to cut corners to complete a survey 
or to violate Census Bureau policy) 

• All current Philadelphia Regional Office Program Coordinators (In these interviews, the 
supervisors were asked whether they had ever been pressured or ordered to cut 
corners to complete a survey or to violate Census Bureau policy, as well as become 
aware of instances of suspected falsification by their subordinates) 

• Various other current and former Philadelphia Regional Office staff, both in the field and 
in the office, deemed relevant to the investigation 

• Representatives from Census Bureau headquarters’ Field Division, Human Resources, 
Employee Relations Branch, Legal, and Information Technology 

• Chief of the Demographic Statistical Methods Division 

• Survey Directors for the CPS and the Consumer Expenditure (CE) Survey 

• The Division Chief for Labor Force Statistics, the Division Chief for Data Development 
and Publications, and supervisory statisticians at the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) 

• Survey Statisticians from each of the regional offices 

• The New York Regional Office Director 
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The following documents were reviewed: 

• Documents and notes provided by the complainant 

• The key witness’ and Complainant’s personnel files and falsification reports 

• Report of Investigation, EEOC Complaint of Key Witness 

• Emails regarding the August 20 1 3 American Housing Survey 

• Census Bureau training materials, policies for interviewing procedures, quality control 
and assurance processes, and performance assessment 

• Various other documents deemed relevant to the investigation 
The following data were analyzed; 

• CE and CPS audit trails for cases worked by the key witness 

• Labor force case outcomes (e.g. unemployed, employed, not in labor force) for 
interviews conducted by the key witness 

• Statistical analysis performed by the Census Bureau related to how falsification could 
impact the national unemployment rate 

• CPS quality control reports, providing reinterview results by region 

• CPS workload report for Field Representatives in the Philadelphia Regional Office 

• CPS audit trails for cases completed by managers 

• Reinterview cases worked by managers 

• Reinterview results for Field Representatives who were suspected of falsifying data 
during August and September 2012 

• Labor force case outcomes (e.g. unemployed, employed, not in labor force) for 
employees suspected of falsifying data during August and September 20 1 2 

• BLS CES data 

• ADP/Moody’s Analytics employment report data 
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Appendix B; Memorandum Dated July 30, 2014, from the 
Director of the U.S. Census Bureau Summarizing the Bureau’s 
Responsive Actions 


JUL 3 0 20H 
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UNITED STATES DEPANTMEKT OF COMMERCE 
Eeoi> oi ri ft» iMMi StatfaMe* Adatfnlttr^on 
U A CaiUMis Buraau 

WMitingtoivOC 9003000% 

OFRcs Of Tm owKrroR 


MCMORAIHDUM TO THE OFFICE OP INS^CTOR GENERAL 


TO: 


FROM: 


ToddZInser 

In^xctor General 

U,S. Department of Commerce 


John Thompson ' 
Director 
U.S. Census Bureau 


SUBJECT; L'.S. Census Bureau Re^nse to OIG Investigation 14*0073: Public Report 
Concerning Unsubslantiaied Alle^tions of ChUa Falsification to Decrease 
the Naliwial Unemploymertt Rate 


!n the fall of 20[3« the OtVice of Inspector General (OiG) began a rigorous inv^gation of 
allied data fhtsification to the Amcricaa Housing Surv^ and the Cuirent Population Survey 
conducted by die U.S. Census Bureau. The Census Bureau is satisfied with the OIG findings 
that no evidence was found to support the ailegadons - specificaliy, that management in a 
Census Btutau Re^onal OBice <RO) instructed staff to falsify data at any time for »iy reason. 
1hc OIG also found no evidence of systematic data fttislticolioit. or evidence that the national 
unemployment rale wus manipulated by staff in the RO in the months leading up to the 
2012 presidential election. 

The OlG findings confirm that (he Census Bureau continues to do what it does best, providing 
liigh-quulity data about the nation’s people and comomy. We talic this charge seriously and our 
stafFwodis to promote a culture where data integrity, protecting respondent’s privacy, and data 
c<mfldenUaiiiy arc paramount. Our qual Ky assurance programs are designed to preserve data 
integrity and cotlecl accurate informatioii. Wc also sock to take advantage of innovative, cost* 
effective approaches that enhance the data quality of our surveys and censuses. The Censu.s 
Bureau has created a Quality Assirntnce Working Group to examine our current procedures and 
identify ways to strengthen quality assurance (mictices. taking full advantage of Uic most 
current toote and methods available, both at the Census Bureau and within the larger research 
community. 

The Census Burt^ appreciates the rccommend^iwis offered by the OIG for furttier improving 
our quality assurance practices, 'fhe OIG recommended six improvements to the Census 
Bureau's cunent practices, which wc agree will oihoncc our obiliiy to deter and detect potential 
data falrification. Wc are addressing those recommendations as described below: 


USCENSUSBUREAU 

Htiinmt r»» tt 0 k* nir»'mt4 www.ceraus.gov 
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RecommmdBtfon #1: Implenieitt ft reporting meeHaittaa foreoBGracd dftt^ntfsificatioiu 
tft sttrvio' spoe«Ht. 

The Census Bur^u curceady iafomis survey sponsors <m sevens of its surveys vfbsa 
^IsificatioB is detectoi However, the reports wtUt we li^are this iiUR»xnation aie not 

across ai! sink's. Tl»:Fefore, we are developing a nun deuuted and slsidi^llzed 
r^rt for |»ovidmg feedback for confirmed cases of data felsificattirai to its smvey ^ujosors. 
Spedficatfy. foe Omtus Bureau has mailed providing iifomm tperferiy rqmts Carnmt 

Poiwlatitm Survey (CPS) to foe Burrau of Labor Stadsdes. The btoim rquwt provBes foe 
^tus and outooiae of foe mtervfower invesdgatiwt aod includes foe eoaof^ mmfoers fisr 
confirnudfolsilicaticmcai^ This kfonnation is provided in a oumnerfoae^tectt foe tdendty 
offoe mter>dev«f and foe survey r^poodent. We developti^t a nweed^led. standaifoaed 
foldfic^tm leport for CPS foal we can then use as a standa^ rqpmf fix- iqpQitiiig folstficadim on 
id! surrays ttonduet^ by foe Bureau. 


Secemmeadadon #2: Imptemast a format poUey that prehibics employees stispeet«i of 
fohd&catioB from eolleetiog survey data doriag foe tavestigadva pnmsss. 

in foe past, field ref^rmratatives were typically permitted to coitttsue wofoittg during a period 
where suspe^ed falsification on their part was under investigadon. Tte Cem«B Bur^u Ims 
changed its pc^ki<» such that field repcesffitatives who are su^^iected of foisMying data wt given 
no furt^ fidd assignments until I) the faisificadon inveadgatkm has been axnpkled; and 2) foe 
deteimin^oB has been made that foe fidd rejMresentative dkt j|gt folsiiy fidd dr^ If the 
inve^gation «>nfinns that the employee falsified survey dma, then afomnii^ttve 

aettoD, such as tenniiuition from employment, is taken s^sst foe employee. 


Reeomnendatioii tf3: Update procedvrat naouab and traiuiBg suitcrnb to refieet eumat 
regkuiai oRice field strudvre and inform Reid r^rcscatotivcs about sarvey data 
fabIficatiOB and foe consequences of committing falsificatiotL 

Ihe Census Bureau is currently updating its training malerids to strengfoen our emphasis on 
quality control procedures, the importaiu:e of collecting quality data, a^ foe consequeitces of 
faisitying data. In addition, starting at foe beginning of ihe upctxmrtg rating year and eveiy 
r^ing year foereafier, all 7,000 Geld represenuuives will review a»d sign a data qmdity 
agreement that lays out foe ccpectations for maintiuning data integrity and foe consequences for 
Qot doing so. Newly hired field representatives will sign foe agrecmoit, as well. 


Reewamendatioo #4: Implement an indepeodent quality auantocc process fer aB survty 
operations. 

Development is underway to estal^ish a two-phased apfxoach for implonenting an tndqxndent, 
centralized qtiaitty control reinterview proc^ for foe CPS. Stmting Jtdy 2014, we will begin 
Ifoase 1 (an interim soluttcm) by testing the CPS quality conboi reinterview process using a 
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osotraEsed, iadepefideitt i^»oacb iocated in Jef^eisonville Contact Center (JCC). Hie 
wtii involve one Regional OfiUce end iachide rai^icmily selected reotendew cases (torn CPS 
mtfx phone nvaAcn. M a part of this interim solutims, we vriil use listing R^bnal OfH^ 
control systems ami lapt<^ in the ICC to conduct the reuitsTvtews. Cases that cannot be 
r»oived by dtc ICC {e.g.» have no ^nt numbets) and must resolved by the Regloi»J 

Office will be hamfled by a staff mcmbcf other than the siqwvisor directly responsible for the 
Interviewee who ccmducted da; original interview. Upon refinement of the optmitional j|»o<%ss, 
we will «tp3nd the rdntervkw to include additional Region^ Offices. 

Pharo 2 will xnclwie dte development and testing of q's^s in the Coidact Cmfexs, which will 
<dimisate the need to use F^on^ Office ccHatrol systems and laptops (I.e., dto intimm solution 
fix- j^tase 1). Ti«» Ceouss Kireau’s goal is that by April 2315, we are using die Contact CeoXers 
cxclurively for centralized quality control reinterview. Once tmjdemented for CPS, these 
cei^ls^ letnterview opmdons and {xocedtnres will provide the foimdaUon for odier surveys 
to transition to an imlepcndem, centralized reinterview process. 


ReeomaeadatioD #5: Euure that aB lurv^ supervisors tasked with detecting and 
pnrvntingiurvQ^ data faisi&atien arc property utfiizii^ali avattabte toois to safes^rd 
against such misconduct 

The Ck»u 5 Bureau has sevcnl innovative toots that are currently used by supervisors, managers, 
and axt^ysts to detor and detect mtervievrer falsification. We coiuiaue to odumce ^ utiii^ of 
each of these tools by reaching out to users and other stakeholders to Identify Improvements to 
nqxxts and ways to enhance training on these tools. These tools tncludr. 

• Tracking System (UTS) - The Unified Tracking System is a data vmrehouse that 
provides the user a view of near real'Ume cost, progress, and quality data, consolidating 
data from other jxoducUon systems over time a^ across surveys. Managers/anaty^ in 
the Regional Offices and Uw Census Bureau H eadquarters can monitof surv^s by 
reviewing data roch as response rales, contact attempts, item nemresponse rates, and cost 
d atft - We contunie to enhince the utility of the UTS with oudter reports specific to 
quality that allow managers to more effectively monitor and detect interviewer 
falsification (c.g., toose with very slow production rates and those who have rates 'loo 
good to be trtie**)- 

« Petformtmee end Data Anafysis (PANDA^ - The Performance and Data Analysts too! is 
cunently used by some surveys to monitor the quality of surv^ data. Managers in the 
Region^ Office use PANDA to view qudity assurance indicator reports, such as 
tKmresponse reports, overnight start repmis, and late start and comj^etion rate reports. 
This tool assists with the Identification of potential data falsification. 

• NICE InSendian Hanagemeni SysUm f7V7AQ ' The Census Bureau currently uses the 
NICE InteractkKi Management System to monitor CATl mterviews in the Contact 
Centers. Monitoring is key for the detection of iaterviewer falsification. 
Coaches^mooitors uoobtruavely listen, observe, and assess the inaction betwemi the 
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interviewer and respondeiu. All intofVMws are 100% audio/video recoMed using the 
NIM. 

• C^HptUer-Audip Recorded ItOerview The Comimter^Audlo Reeled 

Istwvicw methodology can be used to obsenre intervimwers vAto conduct CAP! surveys. 
Ttie audio recotdini^ provide managers with another meUtod for confirming the 
atshenticity of die intt^ew and detecting possbte interviewer fabification. The Censm 
Bureau is ctitrently using CARI fox the Survey t^Imxrme and Program Pardcipatltm 
(StP^, and we plan to begin using CARI for the CPS and otlwr surveys. 

• Ce»£sef History (CHlf - The Ceasus Bureau vdU continue to use the Contact History 
Instnanent for rfl surwsys to capture detaiis of all ctmtact ^tempts for CAPI surveys. 

The CHI paradr^ will serve as an iodicitor (e.g.» late nigh* cotUacl attempts) SM^potcitfial 
intetvievwr 

lUeomaeoiiatioii H6t laipkmeaC iateniai eoafrols to effectlvdy moaltor and limit Field 
Rr^mentatlve woridoads in order to reduce the risk of fatsiflaitioo. 

Managomeml in dte six Regional Offices will be issued a memonmdum in July 2014 limiting 
«ze of an intearviewer’s woritload on a ntrvey-by’SUivey basis. Deviation from tin: woHcload 
^j^danl (e.g., a vtiry large monthly vrorkk>»i a field itprescntativ^) wiH require a written 

exfduiation for die leascm for the deviatron from the Re^onal Director to the Chief of the Field 
Divtston. his^ttion, Uie Qiief of Field Oivisirm wilt have management sriifTat Headqu^U^ 
eiuduate mrvey data for anomalous results dial ^ipear to be *1 oq good to be true," arut 

vrii] take j^frrrqniate foilow-up action widt the Regional Oittetar to further Inv^igate these 
issues. 

Thank you fbr your feedback and recommendations If you have any questions or concerm^ 
please do not Iwsitate to contact me. 
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Mr. Farenthold. Thank you very much. You mentioned your in- 
vestigative report. I have it here. I would like to enter it into the 
record. Without objection, so ordered. 

This report can be found at: http: ! I www.cig.doc.gov ! 
OIGPublications / 14-0073.pdf 

Mr. Farenthold. It is good to actually be holding a hearing in 
this committee where we find out the situation isn’t as bad as we 
initially thought. Unfortunately, in some of our other hearings it 
turns out the situation is worse than we initially thought. So this 
is actually a happy occasion for me to be chairing this sub- 
committee hearing where, yes, there are problems, but it is not as 
bad as we thought. 

Mr. Thompson, I would like to start with you for a second. I 
think a lot of the issues that we saw in the VA and I think we see 
in some areas of the Government is what the culture is within the 
organization. You all testified that you do have training materials 
early on for your new recruits to talk about the issues with data 
falsification and how to report it. Typically, how long is a new hire 
trained? 

Mr. Thompson. Congressman, I will have to get back to you on 
that. 

Mr. Farenthold. My concern is, is the data falsification five 
minutes in a two-day training or is it something that is pervasive 
throughout the training? That is what I am trying to get at. 

Mr. Thompson. Okay, so we have revised our training to empha- 
size data integrity. In fact, we are implementing a form that each 
interviewer will sign, and they will re-sign it every year, that ex- 
plains to them the importance of data integrity and the dangers in 
falsifying data. 

Mr. Farenthold. And what are the consequences to an employee 
caught falsifying data? 

Mr. Thompson. It is a fireable offense. 

Mr. Farenthold. Okay. That is good to hear. 

Now, you talk about your UTS system, your Unified Tracking 
System. It is my understanding that that tracks who assigns what 
and who completes what cases. But there are actually three other 
systems, the Blaze File, which is the actual survey response, and 
the Trace File, which is a time-stamped keystroke log. These are 
three separate systems, right? How do they talk to each other, or 
do they? 

Mr. Thompson. That is one of the next steps in our process, is 
to put together a method for making these systems talk to each 
other. However, I have to say that we are continually revising the 
way in which we analyze the data from our Unified Tracking Sys- 
tem to provide more and more useful information to our field man- 
agers. 

Mr. Farenthold. Great. It is also my understanding that re- 
gional offices are responsible for both data collection and quality 
control, and they often have conflicting objectives. Most Census Bu- 
reau employees are evaluated, at least in part, on survey response 
rates. The Census Bureau can minimize a potential for conflict of 
interest by separating the interview from the regional chain of 
command, thus allowing quality control to function independently. 
It is my understanding that you all have started, in July, a pilot 
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program where there is a re-interview process that comes out of 
your Jeffersonville connect center, rather than the regional offices. 
Do you think this initiative has ben successful so far? Can you give 
us an idea how it is working? 

Mr. Thompson. Certainly. We have already moved two of our re- 
gional offices to the Jeffersonville facility where a totally inde- 
pendent staff will do the telephone interviewing. And by July, I am 
sorry, by April 15, by April, this coming April, we will have moved 
all the regional offices to our Jeffersonville facility. 

Mr. Farenthold. And have you run into any problems or is it 
working out pretty well? 

Mr. Thompson. It has been working very well. 

Mr. Farenthold. Great. Great. One of the committee’s witnesses 
reports that they have faced retaliation after she cooperated with 
the committee’s investigation. Can we have your commitment that 
you will work with our staff to ensure that Bureau employees are 
not retaliated for whistleblowing and cooperating with Congress? 

Mr. Thompson. Certainly, Congressman. 

Mr. Farenthold. All right. We had a hearing the other day in 
the full committee on the difficulties that some whistleblowers face, 
and this committee is almost unanimous in believing that whistle- 
blowers need the highest level of protection, that they are our part- 
ners in being watchdogs. 

With that, I will go on and let Mr. Lynch have his questions, and 
I am going to check to make sure we have gotten everything I need 
to get covered as well. We will go to Mr. Lynch now. 

Mr. Lynch. All right, thank you, Mr. Chairman. I just want to 
go back. This was basically the headline just prior to the election, 
where it says the Census faked the 2012 election jobs report, the 
implication being that Census employees falsified the records, and 
their goal was to manipulate the unemployment numbers so that 
President Obama would get re-elected. That was basically the con- 
spiracy that they alleged. So I want to just drill down on that a 
little bit. I think that is very unfortunate and gives freedom of the 
press a bad name. 

Mr. Zinser, let’s just go back over your report a little bit. I just 
want to straighten the record out. So after reviewing over 3,000 
pages of documents and conducting more than 100 interviews of 
former and current Census Bureau employees, your office found, 
and this is a quote from your report, “no evidence that manage- 
ment in the Philadelphia Regional Office instructed staff to falsify 
data at any time for any reason." Is that correct? 

Mr. Zinser. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Lynch. Okay. And can you explain to me briefly what led 
you to this conclusion? 

Mr. Zinser. Well, we asked employees about two main allega- 
tions: we asked them whether they were ever instructed to falsify 
data, and none of the employees that we interviewed said that they 
had been so instructed. 

Mr. Lynch. Now, most of the employees, are they newly hired 
since President Obama took office, or have they been there a while? 

Mr. Zinser. I don’t know the exact answer to that, but they were 
a cross-section of employees picked at random throughout the re- 
gion. 
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Mr. Lynch. Okay. 

Mr. ZiNSER. And there was no other selective factor there in 
terms of how long they had heen on staff. 

Mr. Lynch. Okay, good enough. 

Mr. ZiNSER. The other issue that we asked them is whether they 
had any concerns about their completed surveys being altered by 
their supervisors, and none indicated that they had such concerns. 

Mr. Lynch. Okay. And then you checked with the managers to 
see if there was any changes implemented by them? 

Mr. ZiNSER. Yes, sir. There were three managers who were es- 
sentially subjects of the investigation. We did interview each of 
them; they cooperated with our investigation. They denied any ef- 
forts to instruct employees to change surveys. They denied that 
they had ever changed or altered surveys themselves. 

Mr. Lynch. Okay. You also indicated in your report, contrary to 
The New York Post allegations, that there was no evidence that 
any of this data was used to manipulate the unemployment rate 
leading up to the election. 

Mr. ZiNSER. Yes, sir. We went into the investigation under- 
standing that theoretically it could be possible to manipulate the 
unemployment rate. 

Mr. Lynch. Let’s talk about that a little bit. What would have 
to happen in order for that number to change? I understand it is 
broad-based data and the indicia of unemployment is sort of a 
blended number. What would be required for manipulation to actu- 
ally happen? 

Mr. ZiNSER. Well, actually, the Census Bureau did an analysis 
and then our staff evaluated that, and basically the average work- 
load of a CPS field representative or field representative that 
works on the CPS, the average workload is 30 cases. So if the un- 
employment rate is 8.1 or 8 percent, that means, of those 30 cases, 
2.4 of those cases you are going to find somebody who is unem- 
ployed, 2.4 out of the 30. So in order to change the unemployment 
rate by just .1 percent, it would take 26 field representatives 
changing all of their unemployed cases to employed. And then in 
order to get a .3 percent decline in the unemployment rate, you 
would multiply the 26 times 3 and you would come up with 78 field 
representatives. 

Mr. Lynch. Okay. And that is what we had there, right? At that 
time all the indicators were the same, right? 

Mr. ZiNSER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Lynch. Well, they were all consistent. I won’t say they were 
the same, but they were all consistent that there was a drop in un- 
employment. 

Mr. ZiNSER. Yes. There was a drop from 8.1 percent to 7.8 per- 
cent. 

Mr. Lynch. Okay. All right. I see my time has expired and I will 
yield back. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Farenthold. Thank you very much. 

I have a couple more questions I will do, then we will go back 
to Mr. Clay when he gets back. 

Mr. Thompson, is there any computer management or electronic 
falsification screening? For example, in the Consumer Population 



39 


Survey, households are in for four months, out for eight, and back 
in for another four. Does any screening occur automatically to iden- 
tify inconsistencies over the period of the households in the survey? 
Do you want to talk about any other automated data integrity sys- 
tems you have in place? 

Mr. Thompson. The systematic processes that we use right now 
are preparing reports from our Unified Tracking System that are 
designed to identify anomalies that we can look at. We are working 
aggressively to put together more of a data analytics team that will 
then allow for really a more systematic way of doing this. 

Mr. Farenthold. Great. 

Mr. Zinser, we have heard testimony in other hearings about in- 
spectors general having problems getting their job done and being 
blocked. Your testimony tended to indicate that you had pretty 
good cooperation. Did you run into any roadblocks in your inves- 
tigation or feel like there were folks not cooperating with your in- 
vestigation? 

Mr. Zinser. No, sir, we didn’t have problems with cooperation. 
Early on, and I think the staff report kind of points out that the 
General Counsel’s Office of the department did get involved in the 
investigation and we did make sure that our investigation was 
completely independent of anything that office was doing with re- 
spect to the committee’s oversight. 

Mr. Farenthold. Mr. Thompson, we didn’t have quite as good 
of an experience, or at least the committee staff reported to me 
that despite the Census Bureau having its own legislative affairs 
staff and lawyers that ordinarily handle the Bureau’s engagements 
with Congress and this committee, in this case the Commerce De- 
partment stepped in and assigned its own staff to manage the con- 
gressional investigation. Their posture toward the committee’s in- 
vestigation, according to committee staff, was confrontational from 
the onset. The pace of the committee’s investigation was slowed be- 
cause Commerce Department officials slow-rolled document produc- 
tions and interfered with witness interviews. 

Did you or your predecessor request the Department of Com- 
merce to manage the response to the committee’s investigation? 

Mr. Thompson. Congressman, we always work closely with our 
colleagues at the Department of Commerce. In fact, our attorneys 
administratively do report to the Office of General counsel to en- 
sure consistency. So we basically followed the procedures that were 
in place for responding to the subcommittee. 

Mr. Farenthold. So you are saying it is standard practice for 
the Department of Commerce staff to take over management of 
these types of inquiries? Was it a takeover or was it just coopera- 
tion? 

Mr. Thompson. It was cooperation, it wasn’t a takeover. We have 
a very good relationship with the Department of Commerce. 

Mr. Farenthold. And did the Department of Commerce tell you 
why they jumped in on this one more than they had in the past, 
at least in dealing with us? 

Mr. Thompson. I didn’t have conversations with them about any- 
thing like that. 
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Mr. Farenthold. All right. And the Department didn’t express 
any concerns with your legislative affairs folks and them handling 
it, did they? 

Mr. Thompson. No. 

Mr. Farenthold. All right. Well, I was just kind of curious why 
they jumped in on this one. 

All right, I see Mr. Clay is available now. We will give him his 
first round of questions and then give Mr. Lynch his second, if he 
has some more. 

Mr. Clay. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I want to thank Director Thompson and Mr. Zinser for being 
here today. 

However, Mr. Chairman, I am just kind of bewildered on how 
and why we are at this point. As the ranking member stated ear- 
lier, I guess this inquiry started from a November 18, 2013 New 
York Post article, and it seems to me, it appears as if quality con- 
trol may be needed at The New York Post. Clearly, the information 
contained in the article was not reliable, and I see that some of the 
history of how we got to this point was in response to that Post ar- 
ticle. 

On November the 19th, 2013, Chairman Issa, you, Mr. Chair- 
man, and Kevin Brady sent a letter to Director Thompson seeking 
documents related to possible employee data falsification in the 
CPS, and in response to that request the Bureau has produced over 
4800 pages of documents and the committee has conducted six 
transcribed interviews with current and former Census Bureau em- 
ployees. 

I did hear you say earlier in this hearing that this is good news, 
so I am just curious as to how we got to this point off of an unreli- 
able New York Post article. 

Mr. Farenthold. If the gentleman would yield. 

Mr. Clay. I yield. 

Mr. Farenthold. As I did point out, we found that the problem 
was not nearly as bad as The New York Post suggested, but I think 
we are having this hearing to ensure that some of the reforms from 
the inspector general’s report and the result of this investigation 
are going to be implemented. It is our duty to conduct rigorous 
oversight, and, as I said at the onset, I am glad that it didn’t turn 
out to be as bad as we all thought it did. It is actually pleasurable 
for me to have a good news hearing, and I do think, for the most 
part, this is a good news hearing. 

Mr. Clay. And that is a good thing, because I think the people 
at the Census Bureau work awfully hard to get it right, to supply 
this Government and the American people with the data necessary 
to make good decisions. 

Over the past year we have heard a number of allegations 
against the Census Bureau as it relates to a potential data fal- 
sification scandal in the Philadelphia Regional Office. However, 
let’s set the record straight. There was no scandal here. The IG 
conducted what I think we would all agree was a very thorough in- 
vestigation and the allegations were found to be without merit. 
And after reviewing over 3,000 pages of documents and conducting 
more than 100 interviews of former and current Census Bureau 
employees, the IG found no evidence that management in the 
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Philadelphia Regional Office instructed staff to falsify data at any 
time, for any reason. 

Is that correct, Mr. Zinser? 

Mr. Zinser. Yes, sir, it is. 

Mr. Clay. And can you please explain what led you to that con- 
clusion? 

Mr. Zinser. Yes, sir. We followed our investigative plan, and that 
included interviewing current and former employees, it included 
interviewing the managers who the complainants had pointed to as 
instructing them to do this. The managers actually submitted to 
polygraph examinations, as well. We also looked at the actual com- 
puter files with respect to an analysis of whether any changes had 
been made to any of the files, and we did not find any evidence of 
any alteration of the survey results. 

Mr. Clay. And in your investigation did you find any evidence 
that management changed survey responses or covered up falsifica- 
tion? 

Mr. Zinser. No, sir, we didn’t. As I mentioned, we did go into the 
computer systems and looked at the trace files, which are actually 
audit trails, to see the activity of the supervisors, and we did not 
find any occasions where results had been altered. 

Mr. Clay. I thank you for your response. 

I see my time has expired. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Farenthold. Thank you, Mr. Clay. 

Mr. Lynch? 

Mr. Lynch. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

It is unfortunate, as my friend from Missouri has pointed out, 
that a news report would lead us to this point, but separate and 
apart, I think, as the chairman has noted, this is a good news hear- 
ing, and I think it was important to lay this all out because there 
has been a steady drumbeat of criticism for Government employees 
and agencies. Government employees, in the last several years, 
have endured furloughs; they had a three-year pay freeze; the pen- 
sion contributions for all these Federal employees have been in- 
creased, so they are paying more for their pensions and getting less 
at the end of it. But it is very important to make sure that people 
understand that these reports were baseless. So the good reputa- 
tion of the Census employees involved in these cases were sullied 
because of the allegations made. 

We have done a thorough investigation, congressionally and 
through our inspectors general, and the claims against these em- 
ployees were completely baseless. So I apologize to those Census 
employees that had to endure this and I would just caution that 
sometimes the environment in which Federal employees have to 
work is hostile to their morale and also to the performance of their 
duties. 

So I guess my confidence in the employees of the Census is re- 
affirmed. I think they have performed exceedingly well their re- 
sponsibilities, even during the time of these allegations. They have 
done a good job. Our inspectors general have done a commendable 
job, as well, to be thorough in their analysis, and I think that the 
recommendations are the best thing to come out of this, other than 
absolving the Census Bureau of any blame here. I think the rec- 
ommendations are sound, I think it will end up allowing us to real- 
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ly have greater confidence than we had before and eliminate any 
possibility that there might be manipulation in the future. 

So I appreciate it, Mr. Chairman. I thank you for your indul- 
gence and thank you for holding this hearing. 

Mr. Farenthold. And thank you, Mr. Lynch. 

Mr. Clay, did you have any more questions? 

Mr. Clay. I do not, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Farenthold. All right. 

While I agree almost completely with Mr. Lynch, I do want to 
point out that this investigation was not a waste of time; we got 
some good results from it. We learned that there are some potential 
problems that need to be addressed in training, in implementing 
management issues. I think we made a good step by having a com- 
pletely different division doing the call-backs for data security. We 
are well on the way to improving our computer system, so I cer- 
tainly don’t think it is a waste of time. 

Mr. Lynch. Mr. Chairman, briefly. I neglected to offer the open- 
ing statement of Mr. Issa, our full committee ranking member, and 
I would like to offer that for the record. 

Mr. Farenthold. Absolutely. 

Mr. Lynch. Okay, thank you. 

Mr. Farenthold. The ranking member. 

Mr. Lynch. Mr. Cummings, right. What did I say? 

[Laughter.] 

Mr. Lynch. I wish he was the ranking member. 

Mr. Farenthold. Wishful thinking on your side, I guess. 

We are happy to have Mr. Cummings as the ranking member. 
So, without objection, this will be entered into the record. 

Mr. Farenthold. I would like to thank our witnesses for taking 
time to be with us and for your hard work for the hardworking 
American taxpayers. 

We are adjourned. 

[Whereupon, at 3:03 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.] 
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Opening Statement 

Rep. Elijah E. Cummings, Ranking Member 

Hearing on “U.S. Census Bureau: Addressing Data CoDection 
Vulnerabilities” 

September 18, 2014 


Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for holding this 
hearing to examine the important work of the Census 
Bureau, including its data collection and quality 
assurance procedures for the Current Population 
Survey. I also thank Ranking Member Lynch for his 
leadership on this issue. 
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I have great respect for Census Bureau 
employees. Most field representatives work part- 
time on evenings and weekends to gather critical 
data that lawmakers, business, municipalities, and 
others use to structure programs and other resources 
throughout this country. 

So let me start by saying thank you. Director 
Thompson. I appreciate your commitment to 
running this agency in an efficient manner since you 
were confirmed last year. 
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I would also like to thank oiu Department of 
Commerce Inspector General, Mr. Zinser. Than k 
you for providing critical oversight of the Census 
Bureau and for your extensive work on the 
investigative report that is the subject of today’s 
hearing. 

The Inspector General’s office investigated 
allegations relating to the Census Bureau’s 
Philadelphia regional office. They found that one 
field representative falsified data. That was wrong, 
and his employment was terminated. 
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But was data falsification widespread throughout 
the Regional Office or among management? It was 
not. Management did not direct falsification, cover 
it up, or manipulate the xmemployment rate, and 
there is no evidence to support these allegations. 

The Inspector General’s office made six 
recommendations to further protect against data 
falsification, and the Bureau agrees with all of them. 
Based on Director Thompson’s written testimony, 
the Bureau has fully implemented two 
recommendations and is working to implement the 
other four. 
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I look forward to hearing more about the 
progress that has been made on each 
recommendation, and I thank our witnesses for 
being here. 
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IL Table of Names 


Fernando Armstrong 

Regional Director, Philadelphia Regional Office 

For the past 15 years, Fernando Armstrong has served as the Regional Director for the U.S. 
Census Bureau’s Philadelphia Regional Office. He is responsible for ensuring that the 
Philadelphia Region has sufficient staff to manage and conduct surveys. Armstrong is 
responsible for making sure that Philadelphia Region employees receive proper training. 
Armstrong was the most senior official in the Philadelphia Regional Office at the time when 
supervisors allegedly instructed employees to falsify data or otherwise not report suspected 
falsification. 

Harold Hayes 

Former Assistant Regional Director, Philadelphia Regional Office 

As the Assistant Regional Director, Harold Hayes was responsible for overseeing Program 
Coordinators in the Regional Office. Hayes was one of the officials in the Philadelphia Regional 
Office who received reports of alleged data falsification. Hayes ordered an internal 
investigation. 

Theodore Roman 

Former Assistant Regional Director, Philadelphia Regional Office 

Theodore Roman was responsible for overseeing Program Coordinators in the Regional Office. 
Roman was aware of allegations that a field worker was falsifying responses, and he signed a 
memorandum that recommended the Inspector General should investigate the matter. The 
memorandum also recommended removing the field worker in question. 

Joal Crosby 

Former Program Coordinator, Philadelphia Regional Office 

As a Program Coordinator, Joal Crosby reported directly to the Assistant Regional Director. She 
managed a team of Survey Statisticians and the Senior Field Representatives. Crosby was aware 
of concerns about data falsification. Crosby sent several “five-day letters” requesting 
information from the field worker who was suspected of falsifying responses. 

Roderick Wiley 

Former Program Coordinator, Philadelphia Regional Office 

Roderick Wiley submitted an affidavit that described a voicemail in which a Survey Statistician 
instructed a Senior Field Representative to encourage her team to falsify data. Wiley believed 
that the voicemail message “implied falsification.” 
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Thomas Almerini 

Program Coordinator, Philadelphia Regional Office 

Thomas Almerini is a Program Coordinator for the Philadelphia Regional Office of the U.S. 
Census Bureau, a position he has held January 2008. Almerini was the Program Coordinator 
responsible for the Current Population Survey fix>m 2008-2012. He managed Survey 
Statisticians responsible for the CPS, including Timothy Maddaloni. Almerini was allegedly 
complicit in covering up data falsification. 

Timothy Maddaloni 

Survey Statistician, Philadelphia Regional Office 

Timothy Maddaloni is responsible for managing survey progress and ensuring that the Regional 
Office receives the highest possible survey response rate. He allegedly contacted a Senior Field 
Representative and requested that she instruct her team members to falsify data. After the Senior 
Field Representative refused, Maddaloni then allegedly contacted one of her team members 
directly and instructed him to falsify responses. Maddaloni has denied these allegations. 

Stefani Butler 

Senior Field Representative, Census Bureau 

Stefani Butler has served as Senior Field Representative for the U.S. Census Bureau for 13 years. 
Previously, she worked as a Field Supervisor and Field Representative. Butler alleged that 
Philadelphia Regional Office supervisors encouraged her to falsify data or not report suspected 
falsification. She alleged Timothy Maddaloni called her in July 2010 and requested that she 
instruct her team members to falsify data. Butler testified that after she refused Maddaloni’s 
request, he contacted one of her team members directly. 

Julius Buckmon 

Former Field Representative, Census Bureau 

Julius Buckmon was a Field Representative for the U.S. Census Bureau whom Butler supervised 
in 2010. Maddaloni allegedly called Buckmon in July 201 0 and instructed him to falsify his 
cases. During their phone conversation, Maddaloni reportedly instracted Buckmon to send in his 
cases as completed interviews even though he did not interview a particular household. 
According to Buckmon, Maddaloni stated he would “cover it” during the reinterview process. 
Buckmon received numerous “five-day letters” regarding discrepancies found in his cases. The 
Census Bureau eventually temiinated him for falsifying data. 
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HI. Executive Summary 


On November 18, 2013, &New ForA^/’osr story by John Crudele described how a Census 
Bureau employee falsified responses to a survey that measured the unemployment rate, among 
other things, Crudele reported that the falsified data may have boosted the unemployment rate in 
advance of the 2012 presidential election, and that the falsification occurred with the knowledge 
of senior Census Bureau employees. Crudele wrote: 

In the home stretch of the 2012 presidential campaign, from August to 
September, the unemployment rate fell sharply — raising eyebrows from 
Wall Street to Washington. The decline — from 8.1 percent in August to 
7.8 percent in September — might not have been all it seemed. The 
numbers, according to a reliable source, were manipulated. And the 
Census Bureau, which does the unemployment survey, knew it.* 

The next day, House Oversight and Government Reform Committee Chairman Darrell 
Issa, Subcommittee on Federal Workforce, U.S. Postal Service, and the Census Chairman Blake 
Farenthold, and Joint Economic Committee Chairman Kevin Brady wrote a letter to U.S. Census 
Bureau Director John Thompson requesting documents and information that would shed light on 
allegations of data falsification at the Census Bureau.^ The allegations of deliberate data 
falsification during the Current Population Survey (CPS) were particularly serious because the 
U.S, Department of Labor uses CPS data to generate the national xmemployment rate, one of the 
principal measures of the nation’s economic health. The integrity of this data is cmcial, as both 
government and the private sector rely heavily on it. The Census Bureau’s mission “is to serve 
as the leading source of quality data about the nation’s people and economy.’’^ If true, the 
allegations of data falsification would call into question whether the Census Bureau was 
fulfilling its mission. 

The House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform and the Joint Economic 
Committee jointly investigated the allegations. The findings in this report are based on the 
Committees’ review of thousands of documents obtained during the course of the joint 
investigation, as well as witness interviews. Documents and testimony obtained by the 
Committees did not show a link between the data falsification that occurred in the Philadelphia 
Regional Office and the national unemployment rate. The documents and testimony did show, 
however, that the Current Population Survey is vulnerable to data falsification and that the 
Census Bureau needs to make common sense reforms to protect the integrity of survey data. 

The allegations originated from a former CPS interviewer, who claimed that, in 2010, 
supervisors at the Philadelphia Regional Office encouraged falsification of data with the 
assurance that the scam would be covered during the quality review process. Senior Field 


' John Crudele, Census 'faked' 2012 election jobs report, N.Y. POST, Nov. 18, 2013. 

■ Letter from Hon. Darrell Issa, Chairman, H. Comm, on Oversight & Gov’t Reform, Hon. Blake Farenthold, 
Chairman, H. Subcomm. on Federal Workforce, U.S. Postal Service, & the Census, and Hon. Kevin Brady, 
Chairman, Joint Economic Committee to Hon. John Thompson, Director, U.S. Census Bureau (Nov. 19, 2013). 

^ U.S. Census Bureau, About Us, What We Do, Mission Statement, https://www.census.gov/aboutus/mission.htm! 
(last visited Aug. 27, 2014). 
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Representative (SFR) Stefani Butler alleged that supervisors tolerated and even encouraged 
falsification in an effort to reach the monthly 90 percent response rate goal set by the Bureau of 
Labor Statistics and the Census Bureau’s Demographic Surveys Division.'* 

Butler testified that one of her supervisors. Survey Statistician Timothy Maddaloni, asked 
that she instruct her team members to falsify data by sending in cases as complete4 despite the 
fact that they had not completed the mandatory interview and were, thus, incomplete.* When 
Butler refused to comply, she alleged that Maddaloni then contacted her subordinate Field 
Representative Julius Buckmon directly to request that he send in his cases as completed.* 
Maddaloni reportedly stated that he would cover the cases during the quality control phase of the 
survey, known as the reinterview process.’ 

Butler’s story underlines the serious structural and systematic deficiencies within the 
Census Bureau’s data collection processes, especially with respect to the Bureau’s ability to 
detect data falsification. The Census Bureau must obtain a statistically significant survey 
response rate from sample households. The Census Bureau, therefore, expects field 
representatives (FR) to achieve a high interview completion rate, obtaining responses from a 
standard percentage of their assigned cases. There is no evidence that the data falsification 
problems that plagued the Philadelphia Regional Office were widespread; however, the Bureau’s 
record-keeping weaknesses and data collection priorities created a vulnerability, which could be 
exploited to achieve the monthly response rate goal. Because the survey response rate is tied to 
employee pay rates, there may be temptation to falsify data. 

While the Census Bureau has taken steps to help ensure data quality, deficiencies still 
exist. The Committees’ joint investigation identified a number of weaknesses. Data quality- 
assurance efforts are fundamentally flawed. Census employees have limited means for reporting 
suspected falsification. If an interviewer observes irregularities during the course of an interview 
that raises suspicion of falsification, is the interviewer is expected to report concerns by informal 
means up the chain of command. The Census Bureau relies on the reinterview process as a key 
quality assurance mechanism for CPS. Rather than acting as an immediate data quality check, 
however, the reinterview process serves as more of a deterrent for data falsification. The 
reinterview process is not independent of the data collection process, and supervisors in the 
original interviewer’s chain of command are mostly responsible for conducting the reinterview. 
The performance evaluations of these same supervisors also depend, in part, on the response rate 
on the survey, which can create a conflict of interest. 

If a reinterviewer flags a case as suspected falsification, the supervisors are responsible 
for initiating and conducting an investigation. Investigating suspected falsification is 
cumbersome, time-consuming, and often thankless. There is limited tracking of the suspected 


H. Comm, on Oversight & Gov’t Reform, Transcribed Interview of Stefani Butler, at 33 (Jan. 16, 2014) 
Piereinafter Butler Tr.]; H. Comm, on Oversight & Gov’t Reform, Transcribed Interview of Fernando Armstrong, at 
131 (Jan. 28, 2014) [hereinafter Armstrong Tr.]. 

’ Butler Tr. at 33. 

‘M at 33-34. 

’ U.S. Dep’t of Commerce, Office of Civil Rights, Report of Investigation Equal Employment Opportunity 
Complaint of Julius Buckmon Complaint No. 10-63-03132, at 7 (Oct. 7, 2010) [hereinafter EEO 

Complaint], 
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falsification process, and the investigative process, guided by paper-based forms, is dated and 
inefficient. Supervisors have no incentive to identify falsification, apart from moral principles 
and expected behavior. The current incentive structure rewards high response rates, which 
constitute the primary criteria for FR performance standards. Documents obtained by the 
Committees show that Philadelphia Regional Office supervisors pressured subordinates to obtain 
more interviews to boost the response rate. The Committees’ investigation found heavy 
emphasis on completing more interviews, often at the expense of data quality. 

Each case has multiple data files that record case activity. Some of the records are 
difficult to read, and interpreting the information is a complicated and time-consuming process. 

It is impossible to match logged activity with the employee who performed it with certainty. 
Some records and case notes can also be edited or deleted with no record of the changes made. 
There is no streamlined data set to easily access a case’s history and determine the chain of 
custody, limiting both transparency and accountability. Demands for higher response rates, 
limited means for reporting suspected falsification, and insufficient data management records 
create a disincentive for reporting falsification. The current structure actually discourages 
Census employees from reporting suspected falsification. 

Census data affect Congressional decisions on a broad range of federal programs. As the 
2020 decennial census approaches, ensuring the integrity of the data the Census Bureau collects 
is a major priority. The Committees seek to ensure that the Department of Commerce and the 
Census Bureau are taking all necessary steps to verify the collection and transmission of accurate 
information, identify structural and procedural weaknesses, and implement appropriate changes 
as needed in a timely fashion. 
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IV. Findings 


1 . The Bureau’s lack of recordkeeping and deficient data collection system fostered an 
environment in which data falsification could occur. 

2. The suspected falsification procedures are inconsistent from region to region and from case 
to case. The system relies on paper-based forms, making it vulnerable to error and deliberate 
circumvention. 

3. Data quality assurance efforts are fundamentally flawed. Regional offices are responsible for 
both data collection and quality control, which often have conflicting objectives. 

4. Philadelphia Regional Office supervisors regularly emphasized the importance of obtaining 
survey response rates, with little to no mention of data integrity. Employees experienced 
significant pressure to achieve and improve their response rates by any means possible. 
Pressure to meet these requirements stemmed from both the Regional Office and Census 
National Headquarters. 

5. The current mechanisms for data quality control are insufficient and could serve to 
discourage individuals from identifying and reporting suspected falsification. 

6. The primary data quality assurance check — reinterview — remains in the original 
interviewer’s chain of command, effectively diminishing the objectivity of the process. 

7. There are no clear guidelines available to all Census employees for straightforward reporting 
of suspected falsification. 

8. There is no single master record of a case. The case-tracking systems make it difficult — 
sometimes impossible — to determine the full history and corresponding chain of custody of a 
particular case. 
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V. Recommendations 


1 . The Census Bureau must establish clear procedures for Field Representatives to report 
potential falsification. 

2. The reinterview process should occur independent of the chain of command. 

3 . The Census Bureau must rapidly improve its case tracking systems. 

4. The Field Representative Data Falsification Followup and Quality Assurance Form (Form 

1 1 - 1 63), a document the Survey Statistician Office uses to investigate the suspected instance 
and record pertinent information, must become electronic. 

5. Both the Census Bureau and the Department of Commerce need to improve their 
responsiveness to Congressional oversight. 
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VI. Background 


The U.S. Census Bureau is responsible for a number of household surveys — most notably 
the Population and Housing Census, known as the “Decennial Census.”* The Decennial Census 
is a constitutionally required population survey conducted every ten years.'* While this happens 
only once per decade, the Census Bureau continually collects data on U.S. social and economic 
conditions through a variety of ongoing business and household surveys.’® 

The Current Population Survey (CPS) is a data collection survey conducted monthly 
throughout the United States. ’ ' As part of the survey, randomly selected addresses are placed in 
the sample for four consecutive months, left out for eight consecutive months, then returned for a 
further four months, for a total of eight months in the sample.'^ The Census Bureau facilitates 
the data collection process, and the Bureau of Labor Statistics interprets the data to generate U.S. 
labor force statistics, including the national unemployment rate.'* Approximately 2,200 Census 
Bureau employees are responsible for interviewing the 60,000 sample households selected for 
the survey. '' 

The interviewers — primarily Census Bureau Field Representatives (FRs) — visit sample 
households, ask respondents a standard set of questions, and transmit the answers via 
government-issued laptops.'* This form of interview is called Computer Assisted Personal 
Interviews (CAPI), and the data collected through a completed interview is then transmitted 
using the CAPI software to an aggregate database.'® The Census Bureau conducts a portion of 
CPS surveys by phone, either by FRs in the field, or by interviewers located at various call 
centers, which are known as Computer Assisted Telephone Interviews (CATI).'* All first and 
fifth month interviews are conducted in person, while approximately 85% of second-fourth and 
sixth-eighth month interviews are conducted by phone.'* 


* U.S. Census Bureau, Decennial Census, available at 

https://www.census.gov/history/www/programs/demographic/decennial_census.html (last visited June 9, 2014). 

^ Id. 

U.S. Census Bureau, Surveys, available at http://www.census.gov/aboutus/surveys.html (last visited June 9, 
2014). 

" U.S. Census Bureau, Current Population Survey (CPS), available at https://www.cen.sus.gov/cps/ (last visited 
June 9, 2014) [hereinafter Current Population Survey], 

'■ U.S, Census Bureau, Current Population Survey (CPS), Methodology, available at 
http://www.census.gov/cps/methodology (last visited June 10, 2014) [hereinafter CPS Methodology], 

Id. 

'''U.S. Dep’t of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Labor Force Statistics from the Current Population Survey, 
available at http://www.bls.gov/cps/cps_htgm.htm (last visited June 9, 2014) [hereinafter Labor Force Statistics], 
CPS Methodology, supra note 5. 

'‘‘Id 

'’’Id. 

'“Id. 
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a. Important Implications of Survey Data 

Census Bureau data plays an important role in the federal government. Indeed, federal 
departments and agencies trusted this data as a reliable source of statistical information. 

Census Bureau data is used to distribute more than $400 billion in federal funds to local, slate, 
and tribal governments each year.^” The implications of unreliable data are serious and far- 
reaching. Governments use the data collected through the Census Bureau’s surveys to make 
important decisions.^’ The U.S. Department of Labor uses the CPS to generate national and 
regional unemployment rates. The U.S. Congress uses the CPS to make crucial policy decisions. 
And the private sector uses the CPS to formulate business strategy. 

The Census Bureau recognizes that CPS is “the primary source of labor force statistics 
for the population of the United States.”^^ For this reason, the Census Bureau’s data collection 
procedures are of paramount importance. Regarding CPS data collection, the Bureau for Labor 
Statistics states: “All interviews must follow the same procedures to obtain comparable results. 
Because of the crucial role interviewers have in the household survey, a great amount of time 
and effort is spent maintaining the quality of their work.”^’ The Committee — ^in response to the 
allegations of falsification — investigated the specific allegations, as well as whether the Census 
Bureau’s data collection and quality control procedures are vulnerable to data falsification. 

b. Article Claims Widespread Falsification 

The Committee began its inquiry into the U.S. Census Bureau following a November 
2013 New York Post story, which included allegations from at least two sources claiming 
employment data collected by the Census Bureau was fabricated in the Philadelphia Regional 
Office.^"' According to the story, the fabricated data was “collected” by Census Bureau 
employees working on the CPS at the Philadelphia Regional Office.^* 

Upon learning of these serious allegations, the Committees sent a letter to Census Bureau 
Director John H. Thompson requesting documents and information to aid the Committees’ 
understanding.^^ The Committee conducted several transcribed interviews of both current and 
former Census Bureau employees well-positioned to shed light on the operations and processes 
at the Philadelphia Regional Office and on the facts and circumstances surrounding the 
allegations of data falsification. 


Current Population Survey, supra note 1 1 . 

^ U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey, Design and Methodology, Forward (Jan. 30, 2014), available 
athttp://www.census,gov/acs/www/Downloads/survey_methodology/acs_design_inethodology_forward_2014.pdf 
(last visited June 9, 2014), 

Current Population Survey, supra note 1 1 . 
fid. 

Labor Force Statistics, supra note 14, 

■“'John Crudele, Census ‘Faked’ 2012 Election Jobs Report, PoST,FSov. 18, 2013, available at 
http://nypost.eom/2013/l l/!8/census-faked-2012-election-jobs-report/ (last visited June 9, 2014). 
fid. 

“ Letter from Darrell E. Issa, Chairman, H. Comm, on Oversight & Gov’t Reform, et. al., to John H. Thompson, 
Dir., U.S. Census Bureau (Nov. 19, 2013). 
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c. Investigation and Report 

The Committees worked diligently to obtain all available information. Committee staff 
reviewed thousands of pages of documents, many of which informed the findings of this report. 
The Committees conducted the investigation w'ith full cooperation from the Inspector General’s 
office, which provided a host of useful and necessary information. Committee staff was privy to 
all IG records, as well as thorough briefings from IG officials. 

This investigation faced a series of unnecessary hurdles that damaged the extent to which 
the Committees could investigate this matter. The foremost challenge was lack of cooperation 
from Department of Commerce officials. The Department’s obstruction made it difficult for the 
Committee to prove — or disprove — the allegations of widespread falsification and had 
significant impact on the length of the investigation. Additional factors prevented the 
Committees from obtaining all information necessary to determine the plausibility of the 
allegations, including lack of cooperation from one of the primary witnesses and insufficient 
record-keeping on the part of the Census Bureau. 

This report begins with a discussion of the specific allegations and the Committees’ 
investigation into the allegations. Then there is a brief explanation of the Department of 
Commerce’s persistent efforts to hamper the Committees’ investigation. The subsequent 
sections examine structural and systematic deficiencies that would allow such allegations to have 
taken place and gone undetected. The section regarding data collection and quality control 
procedures includes detailed descriptions of the Census Bureau’s structures and processes. The 
explanations found in the latter portion of this report might afford the reader a better 
understanding of both the allegations and underlying problems at the Census Bureau. 


VII. Allegations of Supervisors Encouraging Data Falsification 


FlNDllVG: The Bureau’s lack of record-keeping and deficient data collection 

system fostered an environment in which data falsification could 
occur. 


A former Census Bureau Field Representative and a Senior Field Representative both 
alleged that their supervisor encouraged — and covered up — data falsification. Julius Buckmon, a 
former Census Bureau FR, and Stefani Butler, an SFR, alleged that their supendsor, Timothy 
Maddaloni, encouraged them to falsify data. They all worked in the Philadelphia Regional 
Office at the time. 

After supervisors warned Buckmon that there were iiregularities in the survey responses 
that he filed, Buckmon responded in writing that “1 had been told by sun'ey supervisor Timothy 
Maddaloni to send in cases as completed interviews for that month when 1 had not interviewed 
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the household that month. Further he stated that he would cover it,’ during the reinterview 
process.”^’ The Census Bureau eventually terminated Buckmon several months later. 

The Census Bureau also investigated Butler for suspected data falsification, but 
ultimately cleared her of wrongdoing. She — like Buckmon — alleged that supervisors 
encom-aged her and the Field Representatives that reported to her to falsify survey responses. 
Butler testified to the Committee on the record and her allegations were thoroughly vetted. 
Documents and testimony show that Buckmon did in fact falsify data; however, it remains 
unclear whether he did so at the behest of Timothy Maddaloni. 

Committee staff made repeated attempts to speak to Buckmon on the record; however, 
Buckmon would only agree to meet Committee staff in an informal setting due to concerns about 
retaliation. During the informal meeting with Committee investigators, Buckmon stated that he 
stood by the allegations in his written response, dated September 9, 2010, to the “five-day letter” 
that warned that there were irregularities in the data he submitted. Buckmon’ s unwillingness to 
make a statement on the record made it difficult for the Committees to folly evaluate his claims. 
The information Buckmon provided in his signed September 10, 2010 letter (and that he later 
submitted as part of an EEO complaint), however, is in the record and investigators questioned 
witnesses about the allegations contained therein. 

a. Instructed to Falsify 

Stefani Butler is currently a Senior Field Representative in the Philadelphia Regional 
Office. Butler alleged that supervisors in the Regional Office encouraged employees to falsify 
data or otherwise not to report suspected cases of falsification by Field Representatives.^® She 
explained that supervisors encouraged falsification in an effort to reach the monthly 90 percent 
response rate goal mandated by the Bureau of Labor Statistics and the Census Bureau’s 
Demographic Surveys Division.^’ Butler alleged that supervisors discouraged subordinates from 
reporting suspected falsification, citing concerns about potentially losing an employee and noting 
the time involved in hiring and training a replacement.®® 

Butler alleged that one of her supervisors, Survey Statistician Timothy Maddaloni, 
instructed her to tell her team members to falsify data by sending in their cases as completed 
even when the surveyed household was non-responsive.®' After she refused to comply, Butler 
testified that Maddaloni then contacted Julius Buckmon directly, an FR in the Philadelphia 
Regional Office who reported to Butler, to instruct him to falsify data.®® 

Butler’s account underscores the serious structural and systematic deficiencies in the 
Census Bureau’s data collection processes, especially with respect to the Bureau’s ability to 


■' Letter from Julius Buckmon, Field Representative, U.S. Census Bureau, to Thomas Almerini, Program 
Coordinator, U.S. Census Bureau (Sep. 9, 2010). 

-* Butler Tr. at 87-88. 

® Id. at 33; Armstrong Tr. at 131 . 

“ Butler Tr. at 87. 

Id. at .33. 

Id. at 33-34. 
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detect potential falsification. Although Butler’s allegations pertain to just one of the Census 
Bureau’s regional offices, the system used to collect and process data is uniform across different 
regions. Butler’s allegations regarding the Philadelphia Regional Office, therefore, may be 
indicative of deficiencies that exist in each regional office. Without reform, data falsification can 
occur across regional offices without detection because of insufficient record-keeping and a 
system that relies on the chain-of-command to investigate allegations of falsification. 

i. Butler's Allegations 

Stefani Butler Joined the Bureau in February 1998, and previously held the positions of 
Field Supervisor and FR.^^ Butler is a veteran federal employee, and she has served in her 
current role for 13 years.^'* Butler proved to be a credible witness and provided valuable 
information to the Committees. 

As an SFR, she was responsible for supervising approximately ten FRs at any given 
time.^^ Butler alleged that supervisors in the Philadelphia region encouraged SFRs, FRs, and 
other Census Bureau employees to falsify data, or at the very least, to omit reporting suspected 
falsification,^^ She testified: 

Q. Are senior field representatives encouraged to report falsification? 

A. It’s your job duty, it’s in your job description. 

Q. And you said that . . . you experienced senior field representatives 
being discouraged from reporting falsifications? 

A. I was discouraged from reporting falsification. I’ve known 
senior field representatives who have been discouraged from 
reporting it. 

Q. And how were you discouraged? 

A. If 1 call you and say, I have found someone falsifying, this is 
what I found, like I said earlier, you would say, I need the 
person, I can’t afford to lose that person, ... I don’t have that 
area covered. Because it takes about 2 1/2, 3 months to hire 
somebody and train them for an area. So they would tell you, 
don’t put them in for falsification. Or, when 1 was a field rep, I 
was told before . . . what numbers they needed and how to get 
them, and they would come and reinterview. This is like standard, 
it’s not in that office.^’ 


Butler Tr. at 6. 

Id. at 56. 

* Id. at 87-88. 

Id. at 87 (emphasis added). 
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She explained that supervisors were careful not to encourage falsification in writing.^* When 
asked whether supervisors communicated instructions to falsify by phone or in conversations, 
Butler testified; “Conversations. They won’t say it in an email, but you’ll get the picture in an e- 
mail. They’ll tell you what they needed, how they needed it, I mean, if you work there, you 
know what the language means.”^’ 

Butler testified that on July 26, 2010, she received a call from Survey Statistician 
Timothy Maddaloni, which she interpreted as a request to instruct her team members to falsify 
data.**® Butler testified: 

Tim — Tim Maddaloni called me and told me he was short on his 
numbers, and he needed help to get his numbers. And he told me to 
call my team members and tell all of them to send the cases in as 
completed and the interviews so he can get his numbers, and he would 
cover them and re-interview them. 

So I told Tim don’t do it. And he told me he had help, that Thom 
[Almerini] was going to cover him on his end. So I told him, no, I wasn’t 
calling anybody. If you want it done, do it yourself'" 

Julius Buckmon was an FR whom Butler supervised in 2010, the time period during 
which the majority of the alleged falsification took place.'*^ Butler explained that after she 
refused Maddaloni’s request to instruct her team members to falsify in July 2010, he contacted 
Buckmon directly Butler stated: 

[H]e then called Julius, who he had had a relationship with anyway, and 
he told Julius to do it, because Julius called me back and told me exactly 
the same thing Tim had told me. 


“ Id. at 87-88. 

” Id. (emphasis added). 

* Butler Tr. at 33-36. 

■'* Id. at 33 (emphasis added). 

Id. at 28; See Memorandum from Joal Crosby, Program Coordinator, U.S. Census Bureau, May 2010 Consumer 
Expenditures Diary (CED) Survey Assignment (July 20, 2010) [hereinafter Memo-July 20, 2010]; Memorandum 
from Joal Crosby, Program Coordinator, U.S. Census Bureau, June 2010 Consumer Expenditures Quarterly Survey 
(CEQ) Assignment (July 22, 2010) [hereinafter Memo-July 22, 2010]; Memorandum from Joal Crosby, Program 
Coordinator, U.S. Census Bureau, Reinterview of June 2010 Consumer Expenditure Diary Survey (CED) 
Assignment (Aug, 24, 2010) (hereinafter Memo-Aug. 24, 2010 re; June CED]; Memorandum from Joal Crosby, 
Program Coordinator, U.S. Census Bureau, Reinterview of July 2010 Consumer Expenditure Quarterly Survey 
(CEQ) Assignment (Aug. 24, 2010) [hereinafter Memo-Aug. 24, 2010 re; July CEQ; Memorandum from Thomas 
Almerini, Program Coordinator, Reinterview of August 2010 Current Population Survey (CPS) ^^^^(Aug. 31, 
2010) [hereinafter Memo-Aug. 31, 2010]; Memorandum from Thomas Almerini, Program Coordinator, Reinterview 
of August 2010 Consumer Expenditure Quarterly Survey (CEQ) Assignment (Sept. 29, 2010) [hereinafter Memo- 
Sept. 29, 2010]; Memorandum from Thomas Almerini, Program Coordinator, U.S. Census Bureau, Reinterview of 
January 2011 Current Population Survey (CPS) Work (Feb. 9, 2011) [hereinafter Memo-Feb. 9, 2011]; 
Memorandum from Thomas Almerini, Program Coordinator, U.S. Census Bureau, Reinterview of February 2011 
Current Population Survey (CPS) Work (Mar. 2, 201 1) [hereinafter Memo-Mar. 2, 201 1], 

Butler Tr. at 33-34. 
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So I called Tim back and I told Tim that he basically shouldn’t do it. And 
I told Julius not to do it, and Julius did it anyway.'*'* 

Maddaloni, however, denied he had any kind of personal relationship with Buckmon.*^ 
He testified that he has never met Buckmon in person and has spoken to him at most three times 
by phone.'"’ Maddaloni testified that as part of the supervisory structure in place in 2010, he 
spoke directly to SFRs, who would then pass information along to the PRs."*’ He testified: 

[The supervisory structure] started with the regional director was at the top 
of the list, which was Fernando. We had an assistant regional director, 
which was Ted Roman at the time. And we had three coordinators, which 
are my supervisors. And then it was down to the supervisor level, which 
we ran the surveys. 

Below us in the field, which we call senior field representatives, also 
known as SFRs. And then we had the field representative layer, the FRs, 
that went door to door. So, basically, I would speak with the senior 
field representatives, and they would relay the information to the field 
representatives.'** 

Strategies Maddaloni provided to supervisory officials in January 201 1 regarding the CPS, 
however, raise questions about his testimony regarding contact between supervisory officials and 
FRs.'*’ Included in those strategies was “personalty calling each individual FR who is lagging 
behind.”*® Maddaloni wrote:*' 


"Id. 

H. Comm, on Oversight & Gov’t Reform, Transcribed Interview of Timothy Maddaloni, at 1 17-1 18 (Jan. 21, 
2014) [hereinafter Maddaloni Tr.]. 

«/d. 

■"Mat?. 

Id. (emphasis added). 

® E-mail from Timothy Maddaloni, Survey Statistician, to Theodore Roman, Asst. Regional Dir. (Jan. 20, 2011, 
11:41 a.m.). 

’'7d. 
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The uncertainties regarding the level of supervisors' communications with lower level 
employees represent another example of the Bureau's inadequate record-keeping. Because of 
the lack of documentation of communications between supervisors and subordinate employees, it 
is unclear to what extent senior officials such as Maddaloni communicated with FRs such as 
Buckmon. 

The day after Maddaloni allegedly called Butler and Buckmon and told them to assist 
with falsifying data, he called Butler again.’’ Butler testified that on July 27, 20 1 0, she “received 
another cal! from Tim stating that there’s still time to do as we discussed yesterday, but he was 
waiting to hear back from Julius.’’’'’ 

On August 31, 2010, Buckmon received a five-day letter from Program Coordinator 
Thomas Almerini regarding an unrelated case.’'* A five-day letter is sent to a Field 


Butler Tr. at 36-37. 

Id. 

Memo- Aug. 3 1 , 20 1 0, .^upra note 46. 
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Representative when there is an irregularity during the re-interview process, wherein a sample of 
survey respondents are interviewed a second time for quality control purposes. Employees who 
receive a five-day letter have the opportunity to respond. In his response to the five-day letter, 
dated September 9, 2010, Buckmon echoed Butler’s earlier allegations that Maddaloni had 
encouraged him to falsify,®^ Buckmon wrote; 

It is interesting that a legitimate completed interview of a household is 

being investigated when around July 26, 2010 I had been told by survey 

supervisor Timothy Maddaloni to send in cases as completed interviews 

for that month when I had not interviewed the household that month. 

Further he stated that he would ’cover it,’ during the reinterview process.’® 

Maddaloni, however, denied that he or anyone else ever instructed Buckmon to falsify.” He 
testified: 

Q. [TJhere’s a quote from Julius Buckmon, and it states, “It was a 
phone conversation — I forget the exact words — but it was, ‘Go 
ahead and fabricate if to make it what it was.” Do you see that 
line? 

A. Yes, Ido. 

Q. Okay. Do you know who said that line to Mr. Buckmon? 

A. No. It was not me. 

Q. Okay. And you have no indication of anybody instructing Mr. 

Buckmon to fabricate data at any point? 

A. No, not at all.’* 

Butler further alleged that the same week that Maddaloni left her a voicemail instructing 
her to falsify, he changed the outcome codes on several of the cases she submitted in an effort to 
increase the office’s response rate.” Butler testified: 

A. Okay. I had sent in three cases as type A’s, and they were all 
interviews before. And Tim called and asked why I had made 
those cases type A’s now, when they were all interviews 
previously. And I said because they are type A’s, I wasn’t able to 
reach the people. So he said, but that would mean they’re 


Letter from Julius Buckmon, Field Representative, U.S. Census Bureau, to Thomas Almerini, Program 
Coordinator, U.S. Census Bureau (Sept. 9, 2010), 

^Id. 

” Maddaloni Tr. at 105. 

” Butler Tr. at 93-95. 
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going ... to count against the response rate, because type A’s 
count against the response rate in the interview process. 

So the three addresses — he went over the control numbers with me 
for the three addresses. And I had submitted them as three type 
A’s. I waited a couple days and called back and had the regional 
office to check, and he had changed the outcome codes. One, he 
made a type B, the other he made an interview, and the other he 
made a type B. And I reported those three cases to OIG. 

Q. Okay. But you don’t know how he changed it? 

A. He went in and restarted the case — I can tell you the way that it’s 
done. 

Q. Yes. 

A. You go in, you restart the case, and you do the interview as if 
you’ve done the interview. 

Q. Okay. So with regard to these three cases, whether the IG or our 
investigation, would there be a notation in the computer 
supposedly in which Mr. Maddaloni would show that he actually 
restarted the case and did the interview himself? 

A. Correct. My stuff will be wiped out, and he would then be the 
person who did it. Because when I got the case back the following 
month I looked at the notes in the case and his notes said 
something to the effect of interview complete, respondent said 
she’s sorry she didn’t catch Ms. Butler. I doubled back and called 
the respondent, and they said they had never spoken to him.*° 

Due to the Census Bureau’s inadequate recordkeeping practices, the Committees have 
been unable to confirm Butler’s allegations regarding Maddaloni’s efforts to increase the office’s 
response rate by changing the outcome codes. An e-mail obtained by the Committees, however, 
shows that Maddaloni did have a final say on the determinations for Type A cases.®’ In a 
September 201 1 e-mail sent by Maddaloni, he informed numerous agency officials that he 
planned to review each of the Type A cases.®^ Maddaloni wrote:®^ 


“M 

E-mail from Timothy Maddaloni, Survey Statistician, to Census Bureau Officials (Sept. 30, 2011, 11:39 a.m.). 
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From: Timothy P ^taddaioni/PH/BOC 
Date: 09/30/2011 11;39AM 
Subject CT'S R^iits 

VVe dcsed out at 8931% which was 2 CBsestetto’th^ fast month. VVe did not meet oir 90% goal. 
We fell about 35 cases short but we are headiig in ttie right tfirecSon. We still finidied 9th CMit of 12 
regions. 


I will be rex^ewr^ each of the A's and checkmq the (XI rq>ort5 and notes these next few days 


Thanks again fcr your efforts they are and always vwJ! be aKX’edated. 
Start the ccantdown now... only 16 more cfeys tiB CPS wedd 



"I will be reviewing 
each of the A's." 


Although Maddaloni’s e-mail does not confirm Butler’s allegations, it shows that it was possible 
for Maddaloni to change the outcome of cases under the Bureau’s current structure. 

Almerini testified that when Buckmon claimed in his September 9, 2010, five-day letter 
response that Maddaloni had encouraged him to falsify, Almerini questioned Maddaloni about it 
directly.*"' Almerini stated: 

Q. Do you believe that Mr. Maddaloni directed Buckmon and/or 
Butler to falsify data? Why or why not? 

A. No, I asked — I asked Tim, because we were - we received a 
written statement from Mr. Buckmon stating that he was - that he 
was directed by Mr, Maddaloni, 1 went to Mr. Maddaloni and 
asked him. You know, 1 said, you know, what's your reaction to 
this? He says well, no, 1 didn't do that, I didn’t tell him to just 
send cases in as not completed and make them up - make them up 
as interviews. So 1 said put that in writing and then send that to, 
you know, myself and also to my supervisors. 

Q. And do you trust Mr. Maddaloni? 

A. Yes.** 

ii. Im plications of a Cover-Up 

Before Butler suspected Buckmon of falsification, she noticed that he received a caseload 
that was substantially larger than that of any other FR.** Butler explained that Buckmon’s 
increased caseload was unusual since he received a greater than nonnal caseload when regional 
office supervisors first assigned work to FRs, rather than after completing cases.*’ Butler 
testified that she began to notice discrepancies in Buckmon’s work after he received this larger 


*' H. Comm, on Oversight & Gov't Reform, Transcribed interview of Thomas .Vlmerini, at 201 (Jan. 8, 2014) 
[hereinafter Almerini Tr.]. 

Id. 

“ Butler Tr. at 72-73. 

Id. at 73, 
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caseload.^* She recommended Buckmon’s placement into supplemental reinterview to verify 
cases he submitted.*® Butler learned, however, that her supervisors removed Buckmon from 
supplemental reinterview — increasing Butler’s suspicions that certain supervisors in the 
Philadelphia Regional Office were engaged in a cover-up.™ 

1. Buckmon's Large Caseload 

Before Butler began to suspect that Julius Buckmon had engaged in falsification, and 
prior to his formal disciplinary process, she noticed that her supervisors treated Buckmon 
differently.” As previously discussed, Buckmon consistently received an unusually large 
caseload, contrary to Butler’s recommendations.’^ 

Butler explained that at the beginning of each week, she would receive a large batch of 
survey interviews from the regional office to complete over several days.” SFRs like Butler 
would then make recommendations on how to assign the cases to each of their FRs, and submit 
the recommendations back to the regional office.” In many instances, however, the regional 
office returned final assignments to her with a higher caseload for Buckmon than what Butler 
recommended.’* Butler testified: 

Q. And that final reflected a major increase for Mr. Buckmon? 

A. Yes. 

* * * 

Q. And you couldn’t change the final. 

A. No. It’s final. By then, it’s ready to start. You get the final 
Saturday to start Sunday and of course the office is closed on 
Saturday.’* 

Maddaloni testified that while the regional office could make changes contrary to the 
SFRs’ recommendations, the SFRs generally knew their areas best, and changes from the 
regional office were rare.” Contrary to Butler’s testimony, Maddaloni stated that Butler was at 
least partially responsible for Buckmon’s increased caseload.’* He testified: 


at 102-03. 
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72 

73 

74 

75 

76 
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Id. 

Id. at 103. 

Id at 72-73. 

Butler Tr. at 72-73, 
Id at 73-74. 

Id 

Id. at 74. 

Id. 

Maddaloni Tr. at 91. 
Id 
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Q. Well, there has been some evidence that has been relayed, or 
testimony relayed that suggested Mr. Buckmon was assigned on 
numerous occasions to a lai^er than usual number of cases for the 
caseload for the Current Population Survey in any given month. 

A. Okay. 

Q. And in some instances he received a caseload in certain months 
that were much larger than any normal field representative should 
or would have been given. 

A. Okay. 

Q. Is there any truth to these assertions? 

A. Yes. Some months, with terminations or people leaving, 

workloads were given to people to help pick up the slack because 
we have to hire new people. So we had some vacancies. 

But also, at the same time, his SFR, Stefani, was the one that gave 
the assignments to each of her field reps. We made the initial 
assignment in the office as supervisors. We shared our 
assignments with the senior field representatives. They reviewed 
the assignments, and they made changes. So if we gave someone, 
say, 50 cases a month, she could have changed it to give them 75 a 
month, 80 a month. She had that ability to give more cases to her 
stair than normal.’’ 

* * * 

Q. So was Mr. Buckmon given larger caseloads, do you know? 

A. At times, yes. 

Q. And why was Buckmon given larger caseloads? 

A. Because of the assignments that he was completing. He was 
completing a lot of interviews. Because of vacancies in the area, 
And because of his senior field representative giving him the extra 
work. 

Q. So Ms. Butler was the one who predominantly assigned him larger 
caseloads? 


’’ Id at 89-90. 
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A. Yes. She was in the process of it, yes.*® 

Other witnesses interviewed by the Committees did not support Maddaloni’s statements 
alleging that Butler, an SFR, assigned cases to FRs.*' Fernando Aimstrong, the Regional 
Director for the Philadelphia Regional Office, explained that in 2010, Survey Statisticians — ^not 
SFRs — ^were responsible for assigning oases to a FR.*^ Armstrong testified: 

Q. Who assigns — in 2010, who would have assigned a case to a field 
rep? Who was that - 

A. It would have been the survey statistician in the office. 

Q. Okay. Not a senior field representative? 

A. No.“ 

Armstrong later reiterated that in 2010, as well as today, Survey Statisticians or the Survey 
Statistician Office are responsible for finalizing case assignments for FRs and SFRs.*"* He 
testified: 

Q. So before I move on to some other topics, 1 just wanted to clarify 
one thing. In 2010, as today, the SS [Survey Statistician] or the 
SSO [Survey Statistician Office] has the final say on who - on 
what cases are assigned to which field representative or SFR. 

A. Yes. 

Q. Yes. Okay. 

A. Yes. It is their responsibility to finalize and to release the 
assignments to the field staff, yes. 

Q. Okay. And the SFRs or the field supervisors may have input, but 
at the end of the day it’s the Job of the SSO [Survey Statistician 
Office] to make sure that the work is allocated fairly and that it’s 
done properly? 

A. That it’s allocated in a way that it can be done, that it’s distributed 
evenly and that - for example, just to give you an example. If 
there is an area that calls for a particular language skill or where 
there is some, whatever circumstances that requires a particular 


“/(/.at 91. 

Armstrong Tr. at 23. 
“■Id. 

“ Id. (emphasis added). 
“/(/. at 68. 
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person, you know, logically you’ll w'ant to give it to that person. 

So once the assignments are released and they are in production, 
the [Field Supervisors] have the ability to move work around 
among their team members, 

Q. But the SFR did not have that ability? 

A. No, no.*^ 

When Butler noticed discrepancies in Buckmon's work after he received a larger 
caseload, she did not initially suspect he was falsifying his cases. She recommended his 
placement into supplemental reinterview to verify some of the cases he submitted.**' After 
Butler’s supervisors removed Buckmon from supplemental reinterview, Butler became 
suspicious that her supervisors were covering up Buckmon’s falsification.*^ She testified: 

Joai fCrosbyl actually put him into supplemental re interview, but 

then somebody took him out. And 1 talked to Harold [Hayes] about why 

■Fulius is not in supplemental re interview, and Joal told me that Thom 

[Alraerini] took Julius out of supplemental re-interv'iew',** 

Even after Joal Crosby, the former Program Coordinator in the Philadelphia Regional 
Office submitted a Fomt 1 1-163 on four of Buckmon’s Consumer Expenditures Quarterly (CEQ) 
Suivey cases,*'* he continued to receive a large caseload,'*® According to the Inspector General, 
supeivisors assigned Buckmon 61 cases in September 2010, despite the fact that supeiwisors 
found discrepancies in a number of his cases during prior months and initiated an 11-163 
regarding the discrepancies.®' A chart prepared by the Inspector General details Buckmon’s 
caseload:®'^ 


Jan. Mar, Apr. Hay jtinc f July Sep. Oct. 0ec> 


Mil V ‘I. 6? 61 56 S4 Jh- 


U. (emphasi.s added). 

“ Butler Tr, at 103, 

Id. 

Id. {emphasis added), 

U.S. Census Bureau, Field Representative Data Falsification Followup and Quality -Assurance Form (Form i 1- 
163)(.ruly21,2010), 

Dep'l of Commerce, Office orin.spector Gen., Investigative Report: Unsubstantiated Allegations That the 
Philadelphia Regional Office Manipulated the Unemploynient Survey Leading up to the 2012 Presidential Election 
to Cause a Decrease in the Sal 7 Unemployment Rate, at 46 (Mav i, 2014) (No. 14-0073) [hereinafter IG Report], 
hi. 

Id 
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Although Buckinon’s final day of work was August 25, 2011, Maddaloni assigned him 
cases until right before his termination.” The Inspector General found that supervisors assigned 
Buckmon 35 cases in August 2011.” At the beginning of August, Maddaloni wrote to Butler, 
noting his plans to continue to assign Buckmon cases in August.’^ Maddaloni wrote:^*’ 



Julius can work CPS this month as his final day Is August 25 

^l^^can work this month as long as s,ho meets our goats and is available for us during CPS week. I 
a so need to speak to her over the plisne and afte' that cnnveratioi^ei^ letter with our 
expectations. 1 left a tnessagH tvlth 1 believe Is her nrofoer armHIta call me and said it was 
urgen'. Her cell ptione went to voicemail but her mailbox is futl. 

FYI I will be in a telecEtiferenco all day toniatTcw but w1( check my email and voiccimail periodicallv. 

Tx 

TImethy Maddaloni 
Supertdsory Survey Statistician 
U.S, Census Burrau 

Wladelphla Regional Office 


2. Disappearing Suspected Falsification Reports 

Although Butler filed several complaints against Buckmon, she testified that the CPS 
Division of the Census Bureau headquarters office did not follow up on her reports of 
falsification.'^’ She explained that she reported Buckmon's possible falsification in 2010 to 
several senior regional office officials, Census Bureau headquarters, and the OIG through e-mail 
and conversations.'’* She testified: 

Q. So now I want to turn to what happened regarding the Julius 
Buckmon - 

A. Okay. 


’’ E-mail from Timothy Maddaloni, Survey Statistician, to Stefani Butler, Senior Field Rep, (Aug. 4, 201 1, 5:01 
p.m.) [hereinafter Maddaloni e-mail, Aug. 4, 201 1]. 

IG Report, supra note 94, at 46. 

Maddaloni e-mail, Aug. 4. 2QU, supra note 97. 

* Id. 

” Butler Tr. at ,17- ,18. 
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Q. - events. I guess just to start off with, ... do you know if you 
were the first person to report him for possible falsification? 

A. I would say I was the first. 

Q. Okay. ... To start with, who did you report that to? Do you 

remember? 

A. In 2010, when I - 

Q. Yeah. 

A. — reported him? Tim Maddaloni, Thom Almerini, Joal Crosby, 
Harold Hayes, Fernando Armstrong, Ted Roman and 



Q. How did you report it to them? 

A. Email and conversations. 

Q. So you emailed it to them? 

A. Yes, And ... I reported it to OIG, also. Oh, and headquarters. I 
contacted headquarters and repotted it to them. 

Q. How did you contact headquarters? 

A. Called. 

Q. Called? Who did you call? Office, not necessarily person. 

A. CPS, the CPS section of headquarters is where I called. 

Q. Okay. And did you ever hear any follow up. . . . 

A. No.'”" 

After reporting her concerns, Butler explained that she never heard back from Census Bureau 
headquarters. According to Butler, she only heard back from the OIG regarding her 
complaints.*®^ 


at28. 

Id. at 37-38 (emphasis added). 
Id. at 38. 

^^-Id. 
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Butler testified that after reporting Buckmon’s suspected falsification to senior officials 
in the Philadelphia Regional Office, her supervisors did not follow up on her reports at 
appropriate intervals.’® When she submitted a falsification report, Maddaloni would first 
receive the report, review it, and send it to Thomas Almerini, who would send the report to 
headquarters. ™ Butler testified: 

So when I did re-interview on Julius’ work, I found that he had falsified 
the cases. First, I always called Julius to talk to him about what I found. 

And he and I had a conversation about it, I then send the case through the 
system. Tim receives the case. Tim then is supposed to call me, and we 
have a conversation about what I found. After that, Tim is supposed to 
forward it to Thom, and it goes up from there. Then it’s supposed to be 
sent to headquarters, who opens up a case to start the investigation.'® 

Butler stated however, that when she submitted a falsification reports for Buokmon, someone 
would later delete her case notes, and that Maddaloni did not communicate with her to follow up 
on the reports. She testified: 

A. On multiple times when I put Julius in for falsification, that 
same case that I coded and put in would return to me with ail 
my data deleted, with an "R" next to it, which means it was 
reassigned or restarted. It could be either/or. My notes would be 
wiped out, all the information gone. And that’s when 1 would then 
call Joal and call Harold and start calling up to say somebody’s 
deleting my work that I’ve sent in. So that was the process in 
2010 . 

Q. So would it be — in general, is it a process where something is 
flagged - and you’re saying that you appropriately flagged - 

A. Uh-huh. 

Q. ” these cases — for . . . the individual case to be reassigned to 
someone else before the flag is dealt with? 

A. No. Once I code it and flag it, it goes to Tim. 

Q. Okay. 


Butler Tr. at 30-31. 
Id- at 30. 

106 ,, 
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A. Once Tim reviews it and has a conversation with me, he’s 
supposed to then send it to Thom, who then -- Thom gets the right 
to send it to headquarters. 

Q. Okay. 

A. The cases stopped when I sent it to Tim. Tim never called me 
to discuss the cases. So I started sending e-mails to the office, 
because there were so many cases that were then found to be 
falsified. 

The Committees could not confirm that Butler’s supervisors did not appropriately follow 
up on her reports of falsification because of the Census Bureau’s insufficient record-keeping 
systems; however, the Committees did confirm that there were 11-163 form issues.’®* On 
August 30, 2010, Maddaloni filed a Form 1 1-163 in response to one of Butler’s allegations of 
suspected falsifications by Buckmon: 


Id at 30-31 (emphasis added). 

U.S. Census Bureau, Field Representative Data Falsification Followup and Quality Assurance Form (Form 1 1 - 
163) (Aug. 30, 2010) [hereinafter Form 11-163, Aug. 30, 2010]. 

^^Id. 
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To conclude a Form 11-163 investigation, the Bureau must make a detennination on how to 
proceed with the field representative in question. ' '® The Regional Director or an individual 
representing the Regional Director must sign the form to certify the completion of the case. ' 
Philadelphia Office Regional Director Fernando Annstrong signed the Fonn 1 1-163 on 
November 22, 2010 — indicating that it took the Bureau nearly three months to finalize the 
case:"" 


Armstrong Tr. at S7. 

Id 

Form 11-163, Aug. 30, 2010, supra note 1 12, at Section IV, 
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Although it took the Bureau nearly three months to process the Form 11-163 filed against 
Buckmon, the extended timeframe to finalize the investigation was atypical."^ According to 
Armstrong’s testimony, the Census Bureau headquarters office must meet a specified time frame 
for processing Form 1 1-1 63s."'’ Annstrong testified that he estimated headquarters had 30 to 60 
days to conclude an investigation."’ 


Armstrong Tr. at 86. 
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Based on Armstrong’s testimony regarding the prescribed timeframe for processing Form 
1 1-1 63s, Maddaloni's report filed against Buckmon should have concluded much sooner."* The 
Bureau's delay in concluding just one Form 11-163 — Maddaloni’s form concerning Buckmon — 
raises significant questions about the Bureau’s processing time for claims of suspected 
falsification generally. 

In August 2010, Butler found a discrepancy in a case, which she coded for a discrepancy 
and then submitted the case for reinterview'. When Almerini saw that the case contained a 
notation that the SFR — Butler — did not receive the assignment, he reassigned the case to her.' " 
When Almerini reassigned the case, however, the system deleted ail of Butler’s notes, and the 
case no longer contained any indication about the past reinteiview' notation. ' "* When Butler 
received the second assignment, she told two of her superv'isors — former Program Coordinator 
.loal Cro,sby and Assistant Regional Director Harold Hayes — that she completed the case again 
and resubmitted the information. ' ” In her e-mail, she also questioned why Buckmon never 
received a discrepancy letter regarding the Form 11-163 she filed in July 2010.'’" Butler 
wrote:'"' 



>From: CQ06 
Date; 28 Aug 2010 


Stefani Butler QOS 

Attn: Joai Crosby, Coordinates 

cc; Harold Hayes, ARD 


“I do not 
understand why 
this case was 
raturned to me 
with at! my notes 
and outcome 
codes deleted." , 


Joal 


ca.se as 

3011 . 

nor did he include 

.she supplied this 

with an (R> in the status J 

the case and sent the same 


sa Julius Buckmon (H17) . I sent in a 
4 discrepancy case [outcome code 
not use a laptop, 
in the roster [even though 
The case returned to me / 
ir meaning reassigned. I restarted /, 
information again (today) . // 

T do not understand why this case was returned to me with all 'my 
notes anxi outcome codes deleted. 


Also for Che month of July . 
the respondent stated that 
I never received any (copit 
explain. Julius never rece: 

Thank you, 

Stefani Sutler 


E-mail from Thomas Almerini, Program Coordinator, to Harold E. Hayes, Asst. Regional Dir. & Timothy 
Maddaloni, Survey Statistician (Aug. 31, 2010, 3:20 p.m.) [hereinafter Almerini e-mail, Aug. 31, 2010], 
E-mai! from Stefani Butler, Senior Field Rep., to Joai Crosby, Program Coordinator & Harold Hayes, As.st. 
Regional Dir. (Aug. 28. 2010. 11:13 p.m.). 


Id. 
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Harold Hayes forwarded Butler’s e-maii to Thomas Almerini and Timothy Maddaloni, 
instructing them to research Butler’s concerns and inform him about what happened. Hayes 
wrote: 


From: Harold E Hayes/FH/BOC 

"Can you research 

To: Thomas J Aimerinl/PH/BOC@BOC, Timothy P Maddalonl/PH/BOC@BOC 

Stefani's concerns on 

Date: 08/31/2010 03:15 PM 

Julius^ work and let me 

Subject: Fw: Frixn CQ06: R^nterwew 

know what actually 


happened?" 


Can you research Stefani's concernsorvJulius' work and let me know 
what actually happened? 

Harold 



In response, Almerini confirmed that he reassigned the case to Butler.'^'* Almerini then 
questioned Maddaloni about the status of the July 20 1 0 Form 1 1 - 1 63 filed regarding one of 
Buckmon’s cases, Almerini wrote;'^* 


From: Thomas J Almerini/PH/BOC 

To: Harold E Hayes/PH/BOC@BOC 

Cc; Timothy P Maddaton(/PH/BOC@BOC 

Date; 08/31/2010 03:20 PM 

Subject Re: Fw; From CQ06: Reinteview 


1 recall the first part of this PPHHPHPI)' Friday I 
reassigned any CPS RI work that was showing as "not received'' by the 
SFR in ROSCO. She actually did send In two versions of that case, so 
we deleted the duplicate. 

Tim, was there a case in July that failed RI for Julius? 

Thomas J. Almerini 
Program Coordinator 

U.S. Census Bureau 


Almerini’s c-mail shows that he was in a position to decide which cases he wanted to forward for 
further processing. Because there were two cases at this point for one address — after Almerini 
reassigned the case to Butler — Almerini was able to decide which case he wanted to foroard 


E-mail from Harold E. Hayes, Asst. Regional Dir., to Thomas Almerini, Program Coordinator & Timothy 
Maddaloni, Survey Statistician (Aug. 31, 2010, 3:15 p.ra.). 


Almerini E-mail, Aug. 31, 2010, supra note 380. 
Id. 
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after Butler completed the two cases. ™ He decided to send the original case instead of the case 
that Butler resubmitted.'^® 

After Hayes contacted Almerini and Maddaloni regarding Butler’s concerns, Maddaloni 
explained that the original case Butler submitted in August 2010 was accepted.'®'* After Hayes 
contacted him, Maddaloni then initiated the investigation in response to the 1 1 - 1 63 Butler filed 
for that case.'®** Also in his e-mail, Maddaloni also explained that he did not flag the 11-163 
Butler filed in July in the system because he was unable to discern Butler’s notes accompanying 
the case.'®' Maddaloni wrote: 


From: Isnothy P Macfdaioni/PH^C 
To: Thomas J Aimerini/PH/BOC^OC 

Cc; Harold E Hayes/PH/8OC@B0C 

Date: 08/31/2010 03:29 PM 

Subject; Re: Fw; Rom CQC6; R^nterview 


"[Tjhe 11-163 cover sheet 
was mailed out today. 
The 5 day letter will be 
mailed today as well," 



In this months assignment the original case with the notes was j 
accepted and the 1 1-163 cover sheet was mailed out today. The 5 day 
letter will be mailed today as well. 

The case in July was checked in as a 301 meaning there was a 
discrepancy but was not flagged b/c in the notes it said that she 
couldn’t confirm or deny that he did the interview with her daughter. 


Harold, are you contacting Stefani or should I. Thanks 


Timothy Maddaloni 
Supervisory Survey Statistician 
U.S. Census Bureau 
Philadelphia Regional Office 


"The case in July ^ . was not 
flagged b/c in the notes it said 
that she couldn't confirm or 
deny that he did the interview 
with her daughter." 


Maddaloni’s conversations with Almerini and Hayes raise questions because only after Hayes’s 
forwarded of Butler’s concerns to Maddaloni did Maddaloni initiated the 1 1-163 investigation.*'’^ 
According to testimony from Fernando AiTnstrong, time is of the essence when initiating 11-163 
investigations.*’'^ Armstrong explained that the process is “instant” for initiating U-i63s.*’^ 


E-mail from Timothy Maddaloni, Survey Statistician, to Thomas Almerini, Program Coordinator & Harold 
Haves. Asst. Regional Dir. (Aug. 31, 2010, 3:29 p.m.) [hereinafter Maddaloni E-mail, .A.ug. 31, 2010]. 

Id. 

’ f Id. 

Armstrong Tr. at 86. 

Id. 
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Armstrong testified that the process needs to take place “immediately because you don’t want 
to take the risk of forgetting to do it.”'“ 

According to Armstrong’s testimony, Maddaloni should have initiated the 11-163 
investigation despite Butler’s notes. Armstrong explained that if there is a “gray line,” 
meaning that a supervisor is unsure as to whether an employee followed proper procedures or 
falsification occurred, an 1 1-163 investigation is needed.'^* Because Butler’s notes were unclear 
as to whether falsification occurred, Maddaloni should have initiated the 1 1-163 investigation.'^* 

Maddaloni’s decision to not flag the 11-163 case Butler filed in July 2010 because of her 
accompanying notes also demonstrates his disincentive to flag the case for further review. His 
decision not to flag the case meant that it could not negatively impact the Regional Office’s 
completion rates — a goal set at 90 percent.''" Additionally, Maddaloni’s e-mail does not 
indicate that he sent a five-day letter to Buckmon — sent to an employee when a supervisor finds 
discrepancies in a case — ^to ask for an explanation, 

From July 2010 to March 201 1, Buckmon received eight five-day letters concerning 
discrepancies found in his cases, while Butler received one five-day letter in June 2010.'“''* 

The Committees’ review of documents found that there was significant e-mail traffic concerning 
the one five-day letter Butler received. Buckmon’s eight five-day letters, however, did not 
generate any e-mail traffic. This noticeable difference in the volume of e-mails surrounding the 
five-day letters raises questions about whether Buckmon’s receipt of a five-day letter was so 
common an occurrence that supervisors ignored it. It also raises concerns about whether 
supervisors bothered to investigate the discrepancies found in Buckmon’s work product. It is 
also imclear why Butler’s single incident of suspected falsification received such a high level of 
scrutiny as compared to Buckmon’s multiple incidents. 

The Committees confirmed that falsification took place, but there is no evidence that the 
falsification was pervasive or systematic. The Committees did find that the Bureau’s lack of 
record-keeping and deficient data collection system created an opportunity to falsify data. 
Without proper record-keeping or sufficient systems capable of detecting falsification, 
employees could organize a falsification scheme to achieve the monthly response rate goal with 
little concern for detection by management officials. 


Id. (emphasis added). 

at 105-06. 

Id. 

Id.; Maddaloni E-mail, Aug, 31, 2010, supra note 133. 

Maddaloni E-mail, Aug. 31, 2010, supra note 133. 

'“J Maddaloni Tr, at 52. 

Armstrong Tr, at 108. 

See Memo- July 20, 2010, supra note 46; Metno-July 22, 2010, supra note 46; Memo-Aug. 24, 2010 re: June 
2010, supra note 46; Memo-Aug. 24, 2010 re: July 2010, supra note 46; Merao-Aug. 31, 2010, supra note 46; 
Memo-Sept. 29, 2010, supra note 46; Memo-Feb. 9, 201 1, supra note 46; Memo-Mar. 2, 2011, supra note 46. 
Memorandum from Philadelphia Regional Office Official, U.S. Census Bureau (June 15, 2010). 
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iii. Census Bureau Fails to Investig ate 

In August 2010, Buckmon filed two EEO complaints, alleging, in part, that Maddaloni 
instructed him to falsify data via a telephone conversation.'''* After Buckmon alleged that 
Maddaloni instructed him to falsify data, the Census Bureau did very little to investigate 
Buckmon’s claim.*'** Although Fernando Armstrong, the Philadelphia Office Regional Director, 
became aware of Buckmon’s claim, he did not initiate a significant investigation. ''*’ Armstrong 
testified that after Buckmon alleged Maddaloni instructed him to falsify, he had a meeting with 
Maddaloni to discuss the claim. Although Armstrong recalled his meeting with Maddaloni, he 
could not recall the date of the meeting. He went on to explain that he was not aware of any 

documentation of the content of the meeting.'*® 

Armstrong further explained that the meeting involved a conversation with Maddaloni 
regarding the allegation. '*' Aside from the meeting, however, Armstrong did not recall that the 
Bureau took any further action internally.'*^ Armstrong explained that the Bureau forwarded 
Buckmon’s allegation to the Inspector General.'** He testified: 

Q. Would there be some record of the contents? Might there have been an 
email follow-up? 

A. Most likely it was a conversation with Maddaloni where he was 

confronted with the allegation, and typical people that would have been in 
that meeting would be Maddaloni’s supervisor, the coordinator. 

Q. Okay. 

A. The ARD [Assistant Regional Director].'*^ 

* ★ * 

Q. Okay. If you were made aware of someone else corroborating or making 
the same claim, would you have taken the same action? Would it just 
have been a meeting with Mr. Maddaloni and the supervisors? 

A. Actually, I think we took more than that. 

Q. Okay. 

A. I think the case was referred to the inspector general. ' ** 


145 

!46 

147 

148 

149 

150 
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152 

153 
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Armstrong Tr. at 59. 
Mat 71-72. 

Id. 

Mat 71. 

Id. 

Armstrong Tr. at 71-72. 
Id. at 72. 

Id. at 72-73. 

Id. at 73. 

Id. at 72. 
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Although Armstrong could not recall the exact chain of events following Buckmon’s 
allegation, he explained that he probably wrote a statement to his boss regarding the allegations, 
which the General Counsel forwarded to the Inspector General.’^* He testified: 

Q. Okay, Did you write a letter to contact the inspector general? Was 
it an informal — 

A. Time has been — [it was] a couple of years back. 

Q. Yes. 

A. I suspect I wrote something to my boss, and it was forwarded to, through 

the general counsel, [the] inspector general.*” 

Buckmon’s October 2010 EEO complaint contained an e-mail message Maddaloni sent 
to Armstrong on September 1 4, 20 1 0 denying that he directed Buckmon to falsify data. In his 
message, Maddaloni acknowledged that he sent weekly e-mails to FRs directing them to collect 
as much data as possible.'^"* Maddaloni wrote: '*'* 



Julius Budonon 

Timothy P Metktelonl to: FemaitcJO EAnnstrong. 
Cc ThffinasJMmerlnl 


09^4/2010 tQ:(£AU 


Fernando, 


i have epoken lo JuSue only a few times since I have bticoo over on Cf $ and again did not say these 
^Ings. I sand emals out tc Sto staff at the end of each CPS week p!e^^ the PR's to do anting they 
can to get any informatfcn they can because some infonnation Is botteF^'^^^^ne. I also talk with SFR's 
about Iftls 8S well and will tack up my statements. 

if you naad further infoimatkin I vrauld beglad to talk. Thanks 



'*1 send emails out to the staff at the end of 


Timothy Maddaloni 
Supervisory Survey Statisfictan 
U.S. Census Bureau 
Phllade^hla Reglonrrf Office 


each CPS week pleading [with] the PR's [Field 
Representatives] to do anything they can to 


get any information they can.” 


Despite Buckmon’s allegations against Maddaloni, the Bureau took few steps to 
investigate the claims. Although Armstrong explained that Maddaloni met with his 
supervisors following the allegations, details of subsequent events remain unclear due to the 
Bureau’s failure to keep an adequate records documenting of its actions, When the Bureau 


Armstrong Tr. at 73. 

Id. 

E-mail from Timothy Maddaloni, Survey Statistician, to Fernando Armstrong, Regional Dir. (Sept. 14, 2010, 
10:05 a.m.). 

Id. 

Armstrong Tr. at 71-73. 

Id. at 72-73. 
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learned of Buckmon’s claims, Philadelphia Regional Office officials had the opportunity to 
launch a significant investigation to ensure supervisors were not instructing field representatives 
to falsify data. They instead opted for a muted response to Buckmon’s allegations.'*^ 

iv. IG and EEO Complaints 

On October 7, 2010, Buckmon filed an EEO complaint alleging that Maddaloni 
instructed him to falsify survey data. Buckmon alleged that Maddaloni initially called Butler 
and asked her to instruct Buckmon to submit certain cases as completed, even though the 
interviews were incomplete.'** Butler refused to instruct Buckmon to falsify his cases.'** 
Buckmon alleged that Maddaloni then called him to instruct him to send in the incomplete 
cases. '*^ Buckmon explained that Maddaloni said during the phone conversation that “he would 
take care of it during reinterview.”'** 

As part of Buckmon’s claim regarding Maddaloni’s instruction to falsify, Roderick 
Wiley, a former Program Coordinator for the Philadelphia Regional Office, provided his account 
of the alleged incident tlirough an affidavit.'** Wiley stated that Butler approached him and 
asked him to listen to a voicemail message.'™ When he listened to the message, Wiley believed 
the voice belonged to Maddaloni, Wiley stated in his affidavit that he thought the message 
“implied falsification.”'^^ Wiley stated: 

In late summer of 2010, Stefani Butler, Senior Field Representative, 

Philadelphia Regional Office, approached me and asked me to listen to a 
voicemail message that she had received. I am not sure if the Complainant 
[Buckmon] was mentioned in the voicemail message that I listened to; 
however I believe the voice on the message was the voice of Timothy 
Maddaloni. I do not recall his exact words and my interpretation of 
what I heard is Mr. Maddaloni was asking that if he (the 
Complainant) had cases where he had got interviews the previous 
month, that he (Mr. Maddaloni) would need the cases to be interviews 
for the current month. In my opinion, that implied falsification.'^* 

Neither the Committees, nor the other investigative bodies, listened to the voicemail message 
because there is no remaining copy of this message. Nevertheless, Wiley testified that he stands 
by his original statements in the affidavit. 
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Id. 

Buckmon EEO Complaint, supra note 5, at 7. 

Id. 

Id. 

Id. 

Id. 

Id. at Exhibit 1 1 . 

Buckmon EEO Complaint, supra note 7, at Exhibit 11. 

Id 

Id 


Id. (emphasis added). 

H. Comm, on Oversight & Gov’t Refonn, Transcribed Interview of Roderick Wiley, at 42 (Mar. 6, 2014). 
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Buckmon’s complaint also included a claim that while he was on sick leave from August 
9-23, 2010, Butler called him and told him that Maddaloni wanted him to come into work on 
August 22, 2010 — before his doctor cleared him to return to work.'^’ Buckmon’s August 2010 
leave records include the approved sick leave.*’* Contrary to Buckmon’s claim, Butler denied 
that Maddaloni instructed her to call Buckmon and ask him to return to work.*” Butler instead 
explained that Buckmon called her and said he wanted to return to work.”* 

Buckmon’s EEO complaint contains handwritten notes spread throughout the 
document.'™ An affidavit from Thomas Almerini included with the complaint, contains a 
handwritten note pointing to Almerini’s name.'*® The note states; “engaged in a cover-up.’’*®' 
Additionally, an affidavit from Timothy Maddaloni, also included in the complaint, contains a 
handwritten note pointing to Maddaloni’s name, which states; “Instructed staff to falsify data and 
personally falsified data.”'®’ 

Although the Committees could not verify the source of these notes, they raise questions 
about the Department of Commerce’s findings in Buckmon’s EEO complaint. If the handwritten 
notes are indicative of the Department’s findings, it raises questions about what next steps the 
Department must take in the administrative process if allegations, such as those involved in 
Buckmon’s complaint, are true. Further, if the notes represent findings in the case, they raise 
questions about what findings are necessary before the Department will take action. 

After the Department of Commerce completed its investigation into Buckmon’s October 
2010 EEO complaint, the Department’s Office of Civil Rights prepared a report of 
investigation.'*® The report did not include any findings. After the Department’s 
investigation was over, Buckmon requested a hearing before an EEO administrative law judge.'®* 
Buckmon later withdrew his EEO complaint during the hearing before the judge made a 
decision.'®* 

The OIG conducted two separate investigations into the matter concerning alleged 
falsification in the Philadelphia Regional Office. In December 2010, the OIG received a 
complaint from the Census Bureau’s Employee Relations Branch concerning Butler’s allegations 
about Maddaloni and her reports of Buckmon’s falsification.*®’ Butler alleged that supervisors 
prevented her falsification reports for Buckmon from reaching the Employee Relations 


Buckmon EEO Complaint, supra note 7. 

'“Mat Exhibit 30. 

Id. at 9. 

at Exhibit 12, 14. 

‘“’Mat Exhibit 14. 

'^d 

Buckmon EEO Complaint, supra note 7, at Exhibit 12. 

IG Report, supra note 94, at 25. 

'‘‘'Id 

'‘‘Id 

'“Id 

E-mail from OIG Hotline to Census Bureau Official (Dec. 7, 2010, 1:54 p.m.); Office of Inspector Gen., U.S. 
Dep’t of Commerce, Rep. of Investigation. File No. PPC~SP-U-0135~P, at 1 (June 2, 201 1) [hereinafter OIG 
Report, June 2, 201 1]. 
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Branch,'®* In its report of investigation, the OIG stated that Maddaloni denied allegations that he 
instructed employees to falsify, noting that it was “impossible” for him to change Butler’s non- 
interview cases in the system to interviews.'*’ Additionally, the OIG noted that Almerini denied 
Butler’s allegations regarding her falsification reports for Buckmon, and that he provided the 
reports to the Employee Relations Branch.”" The Employee Relations Branch confirmed that it 
was pursuing the claims against Buckmon.”' During its investigation the OIG interviewed key 
figures, obtaining statements confirming and denying the allegations.”^ The OIG provided its 
report of investigation with a summary of the interviews to the Bureau in June 201 1 . 

After the release of its report, the OIG contacted the Bureau and asked whether officials 
took any administrative action as a result of the report.'’’ The Bureau informed the OIG that it 
did not take related administrative action against Maddaloni.”® The Bureau stated that action 
taken against Buckmon was unrelated to the OIG’s investigation.'’® 

In October 2013, the OIG received a complaint through its online hotline alleging that the 
Philadelphia Regional Office falsified data on the American Housing Survey and the CPS.'” 

The OIG received allegations that supervisors in the Philadelphia Regional Office directed 
employees to falsify data for the CPS.”* The OIG also investigated allegations included in a 
November 18, 2013 news report regarding falsification of CPS data prior to the 2012 presidential 
election.'” The OIG did not find evidence to support the allegation that management instructed 
staff to falsify data.^” Additionally, the OIG did not substantiate the allegations included in the 
November 2013 media report.^"' 

Although the OIG could not find evidence to support the allegations, the OIG reviewed 
the Bureau’s procedures for handling data falsification issues.^"^ The OIG recommended that the 
Bureau implement a separate system to examine cases for potential falsification.^"* The OIG 
also found that the Bureau’s training materials and procedural manuals are insufficient and 
outdated.^” The OIG report recommended that the Bureau update its materials and manuals to 
include additional information about how to handle potential data falsification matters.^"® 
Additionally, the OIG included in its report a recommendation that the Bureau should not allow 
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employees suspected of falsification to continue working in a data collection capacity while the 
Bureau is investigating their work?®* 


VIII. Department’s Lack of Cooperation with Congress 

The pace of the Committees’ investigation was slowed because Commerce Department 
officials slow-rolled document productions and interfered with witness interviews. The 
Department’s tactics obstructed the Committee from doing its constitutionally mandated 
oversight, and directly contradicted the commitment Assistant Secretary Margaret Cummisky 
made to work cooperatively with Congress in a November 27, 2013 letter. 

The Census Bureau has its own legislative affairs staff and lawyers, and ordinarily, they 
handle the Bureau’s engagements with Congress, In this case, however, the Commerce 
Department stepped in and assigned its own staff to manage the congressional investigation. 
Their posture towards the Committees’ investigation was confrontational from the outset. The 
Commerce Department delayed and interfered with the Committees’ investigation in several 
ways: 

Commerce Department officials showed up at a transcribed witness interview and pressured 
witnesses to meet with them before testifying to the Committees. 

Commerce Department officials showed up uninvited to a transcribed interview with a 
Census Bureau employee and put her in a position where she was forced to risk retaliation if she 
excluded them from the interview. The Commerce Department officials who ambushed the 
witness claimed that congressional staff may only speak to witnesses in the presence of 
Department personnel, and that it is unlaw&l for congressional staff to speak with Department 
employees directly. It is concerning that Commerce Department lawyers and legislative affairs 
staff either knowingly misrepresented the law to gain access to the interview, or that they are 
unaware that denying or interfering with employees’ rights to furnish information directly to 
Congress is in fact against the law.^®’ 

The Census Bureau employee eventually consented to their presence in the interview 
room. That employee — who gave testimony that damaged the Census Bureau’s credibility — 
subsequently reported to Committee investigators that the Census Bureau retaliated in a number 
of ways, including unwarranted performance improvement plans and other disciplinary actions. 

Some witnesses also told Committee investigators that they felt pressure to meet with 
representatives of the Office of General Counsel prior to meeting with Congress. In at least one 


“’5U.S.C. §7211 states: 

The right of employees, individually or collectively, to petition Congress or a Member of Congress, or to 
furnish information to either House of Congress, or to a committee or Member thereof, may not be 
interfered with or denied. 
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instance, this pressure continued even after the witness declined to participate in such a meeting 
on more than one occasion. 

The Department repeatedly failed to answer requests for information and documents, and 
refused to make Census Bureau staff available for transcribed interviews in a timely manner. 

After initially declining to provide any documents. Department officials requested a staff- 
level meeting to discuss the Committees’ document request. The Department only produced four 
pages of documents one week after that meeting. Ultimately, it took the Department one month 
to make a substantive document production. Only when faced with the possibility of compulsory 
process did the Department fully comply with the Committees’ document requests. 

The Department slow-rolled the Committees’ request to interview fact witnesses. 

The Department initially refused to provide witnesses for transcribed interviews 
requested in the Committees’ November 22, 2013 letter that requested them. As a result of these 
delay tactics, the first transcribed interview was finally scheduled on December 19, 2013, four 
weeks after the initial request, and no additional interviews were scheduled until after January 7, 
2014. 


IX. Data Collection and Quality Control Procedures 


Census employees collect survey data in the field. Interviewers are based out of their 
homes and travel to households in the surrounding area to conduct interviews.^"® Census 
National Headquarters compiles a representative sample of households and distributes the 
selected addresses to regional offices, which then make assignments to interviewers. 

The Census Bureau sends a letter notifying a particular household that a Census 
employee will visit the house during the survey collection period.^”" The interviewer visits the 
household, and after showing identification, describes the survey and how the data will be 
used.^‘° If eligible household memberfs) agree to participate, the interviewer collects the data 
using a government-issued laptop.^" The interviewer transmits all collected data on a daily 
basis.^‘^ The data transmission goes to Census National Headquarters, which collects, combines, 
and stores the data.^'® 


U.S. Census Bureau, Regional Office Realignment, available at 
http://www.census.gov/regions/pdf/RO_realignnient_OnePager_FlNAL.pdf (last visited June 9, 2014) [hereinafter 
Regional Office Realignment]. 

Almerini Tr. at 12. 

-'"W. at21. 

-"/d. 

Id. 

Id.; Briefing by Census Bureau IT Officials, to Committee Staff (Feb. 10, 2014) [hereinafter IT Briefing], 
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a. Regional Command Structure in 2010 

The Census Bureau command structure is divided into regions, and each region has a 
regional office?''* Census employees gathering data in the field report to supervisors located in 
the regional office?'^ Regional offices are responsible for overseeing data collection and quality 
review conducted within their respective regions. In 2010, the Philadelphia Regional Office was 
one of 12 regional offices.^'* The Census Bureau has since changed the regional office 
configuration, as well as the regional command structure, as discussed below.^” 

Under the previous structure, Philadelphia Regional Office management consisted of one 
Regional Director, one Assistant Regional Director (ARD), and three Program Coordinators.^'* 
Regional Director Fernando Armstrong headed the Philadelphia Regional Office.^’’ One 
Assistant Regional Director (ARD) reported directly to the Regional Director.*^" There were 
three Program Coordinators under the ARD, and each Program Coordinator was responsible for 
their select survey(s).^'^' Specifically, the Program Coordinators managed the Survey 
Statisticians for each of their respective surveys, as well as numerous Senior Field 
Representatives (SFRs). Like Program Coordinators, Survey Statisticians worked in the 
Philadelphia Regional Office.^^^ Survey Statisticians were responsible for overseeing the data 
collection of their particular survey(s),^“ 

Program Coordinators also managed SFRs, each of whom reported to a particular 
Program Coordinator.^^'* SFRs were based in the field, and not located in the regional office. 
Survey Statistician Timothy Maddaloni explained the management structure for SFRs. He 
testified: 

Q. So did all of the senior field reps report to one coordinator? 

A. Yeah, it was broken into different States. Certain areas reported to 

a coordinator, For example, the D.C. and Maryland area were 
reporting to [Program Coordinator] Joal Crosby. Even though 


U.S, Census Bureau, Regional Offices, available at https://www.census.gov/regions/ (last visited June 9, 2014) 
[hereinafter Regional Offices], 

Armstrong Tr. at 15. 

Gary Locke, Sec’y, U.S. Dep’t of Commerce, Commerce Department’s U.S. Census Bureau Announces 
Management & Structural Reforms That Will Improve Efficiency & Cut Costs, THE WHITE HOUSE Blog (June 29, 
201 1, 2:02 p.m.), http://www.whitehouse.gov/blog/201 1/06/29/commerce-department-s-us-census-burcau- 
announces-management-and-structural-reforms-w (last visited June 9, 2014) [hereinafter Locke, Census Bureau 
Announces Rffbrms]. 

-'ffd. 

■'* Maddaloni Tr. at 7-8. 


Armstrong Tr. at 7. 
Id. at 8. 

— Id. at 8-9. 


Maddaloni Tr. at 5. 
-“KatlO. 
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[Program Coordinator] Thom Almerini was the simervisor for the 
survey, those senior field reps had to report to ioai. 

Although the SFRs served as team leaders for FRs, they did not have any direct 
managerial roles.^^* Nonetheless, SFRs were the FRs’ primary point of supervisory oontact.^^’ 
The SFR’s indirect supervisory role caused some confiision over the chain of command. 
Philadelphia Regional Director Fernando Armstrong discussed the problems inherent in the 2010 
structures. Restated: 

Well, the SFR did not manage all the surveys. The SFR back then would 
work for all the supervisors, and that was a problem. The FRs didn’t work 
for them. They work for the regional office.^’ 

Maddaloni offered a different depiction of an SFR’s supervisory authority.^^” Maddaloni 
testified: 

Q. And [SFR] Stefani Butler conducted those reinterviews. 

A. Yes. 

Q. And she was what to [FR] Julius? 

A. His senior field representative, his boss. 

Q. On any survey that he worked on? 

A. Yes. For any survey, that was who he reported to.^*' 


b. Structural Changes at the Census Bureau 

The structure of the Philadelphia Regional Office in 2010 differs from its current 
organization.^^^ Prior to the change, in 2010 the regional office structure had been in place for 
nearly 50 years.^’^ From 1961 to 2012, the Census Bureau had 12 regional offices located in 


Armstrong Tr. at 15. 

H. Comm, on Oversight & Gov’t Reform, Transcribed Interview of Joal Crosby, at 1 1 (Jan. 23, 2014) 
|heremafter Crosby Tr.]. 

Armstrong Tr. at 15. 

Maddaloni Tr. at 35. 

Id. (emphasis added). 

Locke, Census Bureau Announces Reforms, supra note 220, 

Regional Office Realignment, supra note 212. 
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major cities^^"* to organize the collection of data for the Decennial Census and other surveys, 
such as the American Community Survey and the Economic Census.^^^ Each regional office had 
about 600 employees — approximately 50 employees located in the office and the rest in the 
field.^^* Below is a map of the organizational stmcture in place in 2010:^^’ 



Previous Census Bureau Regional Office Structure 


In June 2011, the Census Bureau overhauled the field office structure to cut costs?^^ The 
realignment took place over an 18-month period, with a January 2013 deadline. The proposed 
changes were part of a broader effort to improve efficiency. Between July 201 1 and January 
2013, the Bureau reorganized its regional offices, going from 12 offices to six — located in 


These offices were: Boston, MA; New York, NY; Philadelphia, PA; Detroit, MI; Chicago, IL; Kansas City, KS; 
Seattle, WA; Charlotte, NC; Atlanta, GA; Dallas, TX; Denver, CO; and Los Angeles, CA. ^ee Regional Offices, 
supra note 218. 

Locke, Census Bureau Announces Reforms, supra note 220. 

Regional Office Realignment, supra note 212. 

Locke, Census Bureau Announces Re-forms, supra note 220. 

U.S. Census Bureau, Press Release, U.S. Census Bureau Announces Field Management Reforms to Reduce Costs 
& Enhance Data Quality (June 29, 2011), available at 

http://www.census.gov/ne\vsroom/releases/archives/miscellaneous/realignment.html (last visited June 9, 2014). 

-^Ud. 
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Atlanta, Chicago, Denver, Los Angeles, New York, and Philadelphia.*'*'’ The current regional 
office structure reflects these changes:^'" 



Current Census Bureau Regional Structure 


Robert Groves, then-Director of the Census Bureau, cited cost and efficiency concerns as 
the primary motivating factor behind the reorganization. He stated: 

The new design strengthens and unifies the supervision of field 
representatives and increases the number of supervisory staff working out 
of their homes. Simultaneously, we are reviewing the technical and 
administrative organization within the headquarters offices in order to 
assure that we have both a strong technical skill mix and a cost efficient 
administrative organization, matching that of the new regional stracture.'*'*^ 


Regional Offices, supra note 218. 

Locke, Census Bureau Announces Reforms, supra note 220. 

Robert Groves, A Restruciuring of Census Bureau Regional Offices, U.S. CENSUS BUREAU DIRECTOR’S Blog 
(J une 29 , 2011 ), httpr/'/directorsblog. blogs. census.gov/201 1/06/29/a-restructuring-of-census-bureau-regional -offices/ 
(last visited Aug. 28 , 2014 ). 
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The Census Bureau estimated the reorganization would save $15-18 million, after 
transition costs, starting in fiscal year 2014.^'*^ Gary Locke, then-Secretary of Commerce, also 
cited cost concerns as a motivating factor behind the reorganization?'*'* Locke stated: 

At the Census Bureau, spending wisely means taking advantage of 
advances in technology that have allowed survey organizations to provide 
its field interviewers with better tools and move to a leaner management 
structure. Increasing virtualization, along with more timely management 
information, can yield both cost and quality advantages.^'** 

According to a Census Bureau presentation,^"*^ the changes in the number of offices and 
the management of data collection were linked. The Census Bureau made significant changes to 
its regional command structure. While there was no change in responsibilities for the roughly 
7,600 FRs, there were significant changes in supervisory structure and responsibilities, with 
more supervisory staff slated to work from home.^'*’ 

Fernando Armstrong, a 36-year veteran of the Census Bureau who currently serves as 
Regional Director for the Philadelphia Region, discussed changes in the supervisory process at 
length during his interview with Committee investigators.^'** He noted that the data collection 
structure in place until 201 1 — prior to the restructuring — was convoluted and the lines of 
authority were unclear between surveys. The Census Bureau included the diagram below in a 
presentation delivered by then-Director Groves.^"** 


Regional Office Realignment^ supra note 212, 

Locke, Census Bureau Announces Reforms, supra note 220. 

^fld. 

■* U.S. Census Bureau, Groves Presentation, available al http://www.census.gov/sdc/groves jresentation.pdf (last 
visited Aug. 28, 2014) [hereinafter Groves Presentation]. 

™ Id. 

Armstrong Tr. at 7-14. 

Groves Presentation, supra note 250, 
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Previous Regional Office Organizational Chart and Communication Channels 


The Census Bureau made a number of changes to this command structure as part of the 
reorganization. The Bureau established a new Field Supervisor position.^*** Armstrong testified 
that the Field Supervisor position would do work similar to the SFR, but would also have 
managerial responsibilities, such as payroll authority, over FRs.^'’^ The SFR position is slated to 
be phased out by December 2014. In the meantime, SFRs no longer perform any supervisory 
functions. Armstrong explained the SFRs’ responsibilities until the end of 2014. He stated: “So, 
we have SFRs now that are working like they were before, and they do not supetvise. They do 
reinterview, they do Type A follow up, they take emergency assignments, they do observations, 
they work for the field supervisor.’’^*' 

The Survey Statistician position was split into two different roles. Survey Statistician 
Field (SSF) staffers work from home and manage data collection of Field Representatives via 
Field Supervisors.^** SSFs are responsible for a geographical area, and they oversee data 
collection for all surveys in their portion of the region.* ■* Survey Statistician Office (SSO) 
staffers are based in the regional office and are responsible for training but not for day-to-day 
management of field staffers. *** SSO staffers are responsible for a single suiv'ey, and they 
distribute case assignments for their respective survey.**'’ The Census Bureau’s updated 
Regional Organization chart demonstrates that data collection is streamlined under the new 

257 

structure. ’ 


Armstrong Tr. at 9. 

Id at 15. 
at 17. 

Almerini Tr. at 17-18. 

Id. 

Groves Presentation, supra note 250. 
Almerini Tr. at 17-18. 

Groves Presentation, supra note 250, at 24. 
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Current Regional Office Organizational Chart and Communication Channels 


c. CPS Data Collection Procedures 

The process for CPS data collection involves an “interview week,” which typically 
includes the 19th day of a given month?^® The questions in the survey pertain to the prior week, 
which is the reference period The reference week includes the 12th day of a given month.^“ 
In the months of November and December, both the interview week and the corresponding 
reference period occur a week earlier in order to avoid the holidays.’*’' Interview week begins on 
Sunday and typically ends the following Tuesday.’^^ 

The Census Bureau sends a letter to the household infonnlng them that a Census 
employee will visit over the course of CPS interview week.^“ Once the regional office receives 
cases from Census Headquarters, the regional office is responsible for assigning cases to its 
employees in the field.^^'' Survey Statisticians assign cases to FRs and SFRs.^“ Under the 


U.S. Census Bureau, Current Population Sun’ey (CPS), Collecting Data, available at 
http://www.census.gov/cps/tnethodology/colIecting-html (last visited June 9, 2014) [hereinafter Collecting Data]. 
Labor Force Statistics, supra note 14. 

Collecting Data, supra note 262; Almerini Tr. at 60. 

If the supplemental interview is longer than average, the Interview Week may be extended to Wednesday. See 
Almerini Tr. at 60. 

-'‘■Id. at 21. 

Armstrong Tr. at 23. 

Id. 
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current command structure, SSO staffers make case assignments.^^* Survey Statisticians 
distribute assignments prior to the start of data collection so that Field Representatives and/or 
Senior Field Representatives (FR/SFRs) can map out their routes and plan for the upcoming two- 
week survey period.^*’ 

Former Philadelphia Regional Office Program Coordinator Joal Crosby, explained the 
internal process for data collection in 2010,^® Crosby stated: 

Q. So I guess getting into just more of a generic on any of the surveys, 
can you walk us through what happens for . . , what are the steps 
that you start taking to make sure that work will eventually - cases 
will eventually get to the field representative? Do you have to do 
anything? Is that automatic? 

A. Well, as a program coordinator, I would have overseen the 
operation. So I would check with the supervisor to want to make 
sure that the cases did come in from headquarters, they would 
come through the database called ROSCO . . . Once the supervisor 
sees the assignment or the cases, they would then make 
assignments for the FRs. They are given a date to release the 
cases. The FR transmits to pick up the cases or the assignment. 

The SFR would contact them to make sure they received them and 
reviewed them. And they would be able to start on either the 1st or 
the 19th, whichever date that survey is supposed to start 
interviewing. 

Q. Okay. So then it would be the survey statistician who is assigning 
the caseload for both the FRs and the SFRs? 

A. Yes.“’ 

The SFR or FR accesses the files on a Census-issued laptop, and once the interview 
period starts, enters survey information using a program called Computer Assisted Personal 
Interviewing (CAPI).^™ In addition to CAPI, the Census Bureau collects, filters, and manages 
survey data through several internal systems. The Regional Office manages files in Regional 
Office Survey Control (ROSCO), while Census Bureau Headquarters manages the full data 
through the Master Control System (MCS).^’’ When an FR or SFR completes the interview, he 
or she submits the data using CAPI.^^^ The data is then sent to the MCS at Headquarters via 


266 

267 

268 

269 

270 

271 


Aimerini Tr. at 18. 

U at 20. 

Crosby Tr. at 12-13. 
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IT Briefing, supra note 217. 
Id. 
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ROSCO."’^ Program Coordinator Thomas Ahnerini described what happens after data 
transmission. He testified: 

Q. [0]nce that data’s been transmitted to headquarters, what happens 
with that? 

A. The regional office in our case receives a report. We’ll look at the 
report the next day and say this person had three completed 
interviews yesterday. Headquarters will get the actual case files 
with the actual data, and their analysts will then accumulate all the 
data together and then run it through their system in terms of the 
actual analysis, compilation of the raw data, and then the actual 
analysis of the final table of numbers statistics.^” 

At that point, the regional office can only see that the survey was submitted as 
complete.^’^ If an interviewer successfully conducts and submits the interview, it goes to the 
MCS at Headquarters. If the interviewer submits the case as a non-interview, however, it is 
automatically directed to a regional office supervisor for review. Non-interview cases fall into 
one of three categories: Type A, Type B, and Type C. Type B coding represents either vacant 
households or households where occupants are ineligible for interview, because this address is 
not their primary place of residence or they are in the armed forces.^” A Type C is an address 
that no longer serves as a residence,^™ If an address is classified as Type C, the unit was either 
demolished or condemned, or has been converted to a business.^’’ 

Cases in which the interviewer could not obtain an interview for an occupied 
household — such as when the household refused to participate — are classified as Type A.^*° 

This classification counts against the overall response rate, both for the interviewer and the 
region. When the cases are directed to supervisory review, the Survey Statistician or Program 
Coordinator handling that survey has the option to reassign the case to a more experienced or 
more senior Census employee to tiy to obtain the interview. Survey Statistician Timothy 
Maddaloni explained the process.^*' Maddaloni stated: 

Q. You don’t see whether it’s a non-interview? 

A. If it’s a non-interview, a Type B, which is a vacant interview, or a 
Type C, demolished, we have an option in our system called 
“Supervisory Review,” and that’s where we can accept them, send 
them back out to the field, you know, get them to be redone. But 
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anytime it's an interview or a partial interview, it automatically 
gets checked in without our consent. 

Q. Okay. And so, if it’s a Type B or a Tj^e C — 

A. Yes, sir. 

Q. - and - so when that happens, does that mean that you would have 
to -- is it a step that's put on you to approve or send it back out, or . 
. . you can intervene if you want to? 

A. It’s a step on myself or my other supervisor that we worked with at 
the time to look at it, review the notes, make sure they did it 
properly, and then accept it or send it back out to the field. 

Q. Okay. But, basically, it stops at your door or your — 

A. Yes. 

Q. - partner’s door? 

A. And the one thing with that Ls, if it did turn in as a refusal, there's 
nothing in the system that allows us to change it to an interview. It 
would have to be sent back out to the field, and someone would 
have to do the interview for that. 

Q. Okay. So let’s say it’s not a refttsal, let’s say it’s demolished or . . 
. a non-response, and you had to take a step, how involved is that 
process? Is that effectively logging out the case? Or is it basically 


A. Basically all it’s doing is, you hit the "accept" button and save. 

Q. Okay. 

A. Basically what wc do is, once you see it in there, you review the 
notes, make sure that they have a name and contact number, just so 
wc can confirm it to make sure that it’s logit. 

Q. Okay. And by reviewing the notes, I mean, you’re opening up the 
folder “ 

A. Opening up the actual file . . . and reading whatever the field 
representative wrote as their notes on that ease and why they coded 
it out that way. 
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Q. Okay. And so all of those cases will eventually then pass through 
you, but let’s say one you’re not sure about. What’s the normal 
process of, okay. I’m not sure if this is a refusal or it’s actually 
demolished? What do you want to do, you know, if you think 
something’s gone on? Can you walk us through that? 

A, You normally - well, we’d review it. Normally we’d talk with the 
senior field representative . . . and let them know, hey. I’m putting 
a note and sending it back out, this needs to be recoded or redone, 
those kind of things. 

if "k "k 

A. Also, the only other thing that could happen during this time, if it 
is closeout and, say, the field representative sends it in, coding it 
incorrectly, they may have sent it in as Type C demolished but in 
actuality their notes say that it’s a vacant interview, what we’d 
have to do is change it. We would send it to, you know, our 
supervisor in the office laptop and use their notes, what they had, 
and change the code to a Type B vacant. . . . It’s still ... a non- 
interview, but that’s the only time we would change anything.^*^ 

d. Quality Control Mechanisms 

The primary data quality check is the reinterview process.^*^ Each month, a random 
selection of survey interviews is subject to reinterview.^*’ Reinterview is the process by which a 
reinterviewer contacts the household to confirm that the original interviewer conducted the 
interview and coded the correct interview type.^*’ Quality control reinterviews require the 
reinterviewer only to ask a select number of questions.^** The reinterviewer has access to basic 
data and is prompted to confirm this data is correct.^*’ Unless, the reinterviewer encounters any 
errors, the reinterview is composed entirely of questions requiring yes or no answers,^** 

To select the CPS reinterview sample each cycle. Census Headquarters selects FR/SFRs, 
then picks cases from these FR/SFRs’ workloads for reinterview.^®* Every FR/SFR is 
periodically selected for reinterview, so that each FR/SFR is subject to reinterview at least once a 
year.^"” The amount of cases selected from each FR/SFR’s workload is dependent on the 


Maddaloni Tr. at 15. 

Current Population Survey (CPS) CAPI Reinterviewer’s Manual 1 (201 0) [hereinafter CAPI 
Reinter VEWER’s Manual]. 

Maddaloni Tr. at 26. 

Maddaloni Tr. at 58; CAPI Reinterviewer’s Manual, supra note 287, at 1 . 

CAPI Reinterviewer’s Manual, supra note 287, at 3. 

Current Popuiation Survey (CPS) CAPI Reinterview Self-Study 5-2-5-6 (2010) [hereinafter CAPI 
Reinterview Self-Study], 


CAPI Reinterviewer’s Manual, supra note 287, at 3-4. 
’^^Aimerini at 73. 
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FR/SFR’s CPS tenure.^^' An FR/SFR is not informed when his or her cases are selected for 

• • 292 

reintei'view. 

Immediately after case assignments are released to FR/SFRs, headquarters picks a 
random sample of the FR/SFR’s cases for reinterview and distributes the reinterview samples to 
the regional office for assignment?^^ Regional offices, for the most part, assign reinterview to 
the direct supervisor of the original interviewer.^^ Reinterview happens on a rolling basis, so 
once the original interview is submitted, the case then becomes eligible for reinterview. The 
reinterviewer does not have access to data collected from the initial interview, but does have the 
basic information reported, such as a roster of the individuals at the location.^’* 

A survey supervisor can put an FR/SFR into supplemental reinterview at any point when 
an issue arises, such as a discrepancy.'^’ During supplemental reinterview, the regional office 
places the request for an FR or SFR to be placed in supplemental reinterview.’^* Headquarters 
places all of that individual’s cases for the upcoming month in reinterview.’**’ The regional 
office, however, is responsible for assigning these reinterview cases.’** It is then up to the 
discretion of the regional office to determine how many and which reinterview cases are actually 
assigned.’**' 

A supervisor has two options when placing an FR/SFR into supplemental reinterview.’*” 
If it is still within the CPS survey timeframe, the supervisor can put the FR/SFR into 
supplemental reinterview for the current month.’*” The second option is for the supervisor to 
make a note to put the FR/SFR in supplemental reinterview for the following month. ’**'* The 
Committees’ investigation has determined that there is no foimal documentation 
comprehensively detailing all of the quality control mechanisms in place. 

e. Suspected Falsification Procedures 


FINDING; The suspected falsification procedures are inconsistent from region to 

region and from case to case. The system relies on paper-based forms. 

’ making it vulnerable to error and deliberate circumvention. 
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CAPI Reinterviewer’s Manual, supra note 287, at 5. 

CPS 256, Current Population Survey Office Manual (2010) 10-2 [hereinafter CPS Office Manual]. 
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If a reinterviewer suspects falsification, he or she codes the reinterview to indicate 
suspected falsification and explains discrepancies in the case notes.^®^ According to the CPS 
Reinterviewer’s Manual, “If the reinterviewer suspects falsification and needs additional 
information about the original interview, the RO [Regional Office] can print out a trace file of 
the case if it is less than 90 days old.”®®* Althou^ according to Program Coordinators Thomas 
Almerini and Joal Crosby, this process is cumbersome and rare.®®’ Maddaloni testified: 

We can print out a — it’s called a trace file, once we need to look further 
into a case. But it’s basically, it’s kind of coded differently. You can’t see 
the clear data within a case. You can see it answered one or two to a 
certain thing. So it’s kind of, we can see something, but it’s a big file. 

And we normally don’t do that.®®* 

The CPS Reinterviewer’s Manual continues that if the reinterviewer suspects 
falsification, he or she “should call the program supervisor immediately.”®®® It is the program 
supervisor’s responsibility to “notify the regional office management staff as soon as they are 
alerted to possible falsification.”®'® Once the reinterviewer submits the reinterview coded for 
suspected falsification, it goes to the regional office for supervisory review.®" At that point, it is 
the supervisor’s responsibility to investigate.®'® 

I. Paper-Based Falsification Report 

If the supervisor determines that there is suspected falsification, he or she is supposed to 
flag the interview by initiating a suspected falsification follow-up form.®'® The form, called an 
1 1-163, is the only paper-based component of the data collection and quality control process.® 
Philadelphia Regional Director Fernando Armstrong spoke about the 11-163.®'® The supervisor 
begins the 11-163 and sends the first portion of the report to Headquarters.®'* Armstrong stated: 

A. The form is supposed— immediately when you discover the 
possible — the potential falsification through going into 
sup[ervisory] review and looking at what the reinterviewer sent to 
you, you take the 11-163, you complete the cover, you peel the 
cover, you send the cover to headquarters while you keep the rest 
of the form, and you conduct the investigation using the rest of the 
form. 


18-19. 

Id. at 5. 

See Almerini Tr. at 88-89; Crosby Tr. at 20-21. 
Maddaloni Tr, at 17. 

CAPI Reinterviewer’S Manual, supra note 287, at 15. 
™ Id. St IS. 

CAW Reinterview Self-Study, supra note 291, at 6-1. 
Maddaloni Tr. at 37-38. 

Armstrong Tr. at 157. 

Id. 

Id. at 88-89. 
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Q. Okay. 

A. But the first flag to headquarters is when you send that cover.^ 

Armstrong explained that 1 1-1 63s should be in electronic form because they are the primary 
indicator to Headquarters.^'* The 11-163 guides the supervisor through the investigation 
process, which ultimately culminates in the supervisor’s recommended response, whether it is 
disciplinary, constructive, or a non-response.* ^ 

The process for suspected falsification relies heavily on the supervisor’s judgment as to 
whether discrepancies amount to intentional falsification, starting from the very decision to 
initiate an investigation and begin the 11-163.**® 

The Survey Statistician had full authority to determine whether a discrepancy amounted 
to suspected falsification.**' On December 3, 2010, Survey Statistician Timothy Maddaloni 
recounted to his supervisor, Almerini, why he chose not to initiate an investigation.*** 
Maddaloni wrote:*'* 


From: 

TO! 

Stdjjoct: 

Data 


12/03/2010 1C:28 AM 


Thom, 

The other person that was b falsification was ■■■■■. J pulled the trace file and 
spoke with Mr Melton about the situation before accepting it. He was knowledgeable 
about the case and explained that he did speak with her and she told him her 
information didn't change and asked the work related questions. I told him that I 
would give him a warning about It and if It happens again 1 will go through with the 
process. I clicked on the radio button in rosco that I was not riling out a falsIfioMfon 
form and wrote an explanation In the notes section for it. I will put him in 
supplemental relnterview for Dec. Thanks -r - .Tf. — r'r: 


Timothy Maddaloni 
Supervisory Survey Statistician 
U.S. Census Bureau 
Philadelphia Regional Office 


,,"l told’him that I would give . 
him a warning about it and if 
it happens again i will go 
through the process." 


Supervisors are expected to act in accordance with the intent of the cuirent procedures, 
but still have the opportunity to act at will.**'' When asked about the potential for a supervisor to 
cover up flagged falsification, Fonner Program Coordinator Joal Crosby testified: 


Id. at 89. 

™ hi at 11 2-11. 3. 

Armstrong Tr. at 100. 

E-mail from Timothy Maddaloni, Survey Statistician, to Thomas Almerini, Program Coordinator (Dec. 3, 2010 
10:28 a.m.). 

Id. 

Id. 

Crosby Tr. at 86-87. 
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Q. Okay. So in this instance, if a survey statistician — would this be a 
way that a survey statistician would be able to cover for a 
reinterview that they didn’t want? 

I mean, it sounds to me . . . that if a survey statistician could 
simply close out the record or maybe restart the record to avoid 
filling out an 11-163, do you say that’s at least theoretically 
possible? 

A. It is possible . . . But I would not recommend doing that, because 
it’s not following procedures.’^^ 

Program Coordinators are responsible for overseeing this reporting and investigation 
process and making sure the survey statistician is completing the process in a timely manner.*^* 
Relying on paper-based forms, however, makes it difficult to track and streamline the 
investigation’s progress.^^’ Armstrong acknowledged the struggles present with the current 
procedures. He stated; 

Q. With regard to 11-163, how much discretion is there in issuing 
one? So does a survey statistician have a lot of discretion — you 
know, sometimes it might appear that it’s falsification, but they say 
actually 1 — there’s good enough notes explaining that this isn’t 
falsification, but we need to work with this person to correct their 
actions. What type of discretion do they have? 

A. They don’t have the discretion. I cannot say that they don’t take 
the discretion. They are supposed to follow strictly the process of 
11-163 and do it on a timely basis. I have to say that there are 
some survey statisticians that we have — occasionally we’ve had to 
prod them to make sure that they are doing it on time and that they 
are — they continue to do it on time.^^* 

The Form 11-163 process is imperfect: regions are slow in completing them, and Census 
Headquarters sometimes fails to follow up promptly. Armstrong emphasized how making the 
1 1 - 1 63 an electronic form would help remove the discretionary nature of the suspected 
falsification process.’^® Aimstrong pointed to the inherent problems of a paper-based form. He 
testified: 


“ Armstrong Tr., at 93. 

’-’W, at 157. 

H., at 109-110. 

IT Briefing, supra note 217. 
™ Armstrong Tr. at 157-58. 
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Q. Based on your many years in the Bureau, do you believe that — 
would you categorize the quality control efforts as successful? 

A. I think yes. I think we - it have. There’s room for improvement. 

I think that one of the big steps in the improvement would be to 
automate the 11-163. The initial interview is done on a laptop. 

The reinterview is done on a laptop. And immediately people 
know, why do we need to have a paper document to walk through 
the process of the falsification? If we were to automate the 1 1-163 
at the same time, the Demographic Surveys Branch would get the 
message, the Office of the General Counsel could get the message, 
the Office of the Inspector General could get the message. 

Q. And it would also create a mechanism to hold your program 
coordinators more accountable to actually process these? 

A. I guess, yes. 

Q. I mean, you did say it was one of your concerns? 

A. Yeah. 

Q. So it would create a system that electronically would at least move 
the system more efficiently through the process? 

A. Correct.^^' 

After completing the process guided by the 1 1-163 form, the supervisor is prompted to 
choose what the next step will be.^^^ A supervisor can choose to propose termination or a 
number of less severe options, including a formal warning, additional training, observation, and 
supplemental reinterview.^^^ 

ii. Five-Day Letter 

When a regional office determines that the discrepancy was likely intentional 
falsification, they issue what is called a five-day letter to the FR/SFR.^^"' The five-day letter cites 
the discrepancies found, and it gives the FR/SFR five days to provide a written response 
explaining the discrepancies.^^* If the regional office does not receive a response, or if they 
deem the response insufficient, it will submit a proposal for termination to Headquarters.*** 


Id. 

Id at 112-13. 

M; Form 11-163, Aug. 30, 2010, supra note 112. 
Maddaloni Tr. at 36. 

^^^Id 

m ,, 
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Regional Director Fernando Armstrong described the process for sending a five-day 
letter. He stated: 

Q. When is a [five]-day letter issued? 

A. The [five]-day letter is issued when there is, as a result of re 
interview, discrepancies are found. And we want to give the 
employee the opportunity to respond to the apparent discrepancy. 

Q. Would a [five]-day letter go out around the same time that an 1 1- 
163 form is issued? 

A. Well, the [five]-day letter goes out to the FR. The 11-163, the 
cover of the 11-163 goes to headquarters. They can happen at the 
same time. There’s no - usually they happen at the same time, 
hopefully within the first 2 or 3 days of discovering the 
discrepancy. 

Q. Now, you said the computer system can generate reports. Correct? 

A. The computer system tells the survey statistician that the re 
interviewer found discrepancy and sent a case to sup review, 
supervisory review, for the survey statistician to be aware that 
falsification or discrepancies were discovered. 

This process is inconsistent, and often left to the discretion of the Survey Statistician. In 
November 201 1, an SFR e-mailed Timothy Maddaloni inquiring whether Maddaloni sent a five- 
day letter pertaining to falsification found during October reinterview.^^* Maddaloni said he had 
not had time to send the five-day letter yet and hoped to get around to it the following week. 


™ Armstrong Tr. at 108, 

E-mail from Timothy Maddaloni, Survey Statistician, to Philadelphia Regional Office Official (Nov. 1 0, 2011 , 
5:11 p.m.). 
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From BnaUffi P FWlial cnl 

Subject: Re: Phone call 

DatK 11/10/2011 05H1 PM 


No the letter hasn't been sent yet It has been absolute chaos here b/c of the Detroit trip last week and 

training all week here. 1 will definitely have the letter out on Monday once I catch my breath not fun 

times. 


Tx and have a good weekend 


Timothy Maddaloni 
Supervisory Survey Statistician 
U5. Census Bureau 


Procedures for five-day letters can vary.^'"' Program Coordinator Thomas Almerini 
explained that the regional office has 60 days after submitting the 1 1-163 cover page to Census 
Headquarters to produce a final report of their findings. According to Almerini, there are no 
standard procedures guiding the timeline for five-day letters.^'*^ Almerini described the variance 
involved in the five-day letter procedure. He testified: 

Q. How soon is a determination made once a five-day letter — a 
response is received from the five-day letter? 

A. Response? That — that varies. I’ve had determinations take several 
weeks only because of the volume of work that the supervisors are 
involved in. I’ve had other situations done within, you know, three 
to five workdays. 

Q. So there’s no formal time frame? 

A. There’s no formal time frame, but we were required to do a final 
report within 60 days of the day we report the falsification.^"*^ 

iii- Inconsistent Procedures for Suspected Falsification 

Procedures for suspected falsification are inconsistent from region to region. In some 
regions, FR/SFRs suspected of data falsification may continue working on surveys throughout 
the course of an investigation. In other regions, the suspected FR/SFR may not receive case 
assignments until the investigation is complete.^"** In a November 201 1 e-mail, a Survey 


Almerini Tr. at 107-108. 

Id. at 106. 

Id. at 108. 

^*^Id 

344 jQ Report, supra note 94, at 49-50. 
^^Id. 

'‘Old. 
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Statistician at the Philadelphia Regional Office described the inconsistencies in an effort to 
propose a unified national policy. 


To: PHRO SUI 
From: 


Date: 11/16/2011 10:51AM 

Subject; Survey Impiementatton Itans - Irpit 


HAil, 


Beiow are scenarios i^esented to the Swvey Implementation Team In ortte’ to propose a 
universal, nation^ policy on these pertomrance r^ed Issues. I ttet yoj please take a lo(^ at^ 
them wid ^are your to:^ts on how to ^proadi them. Please provide any InpiA you may^ - 


have by COB tomorrov, Thi^day, ftov. i70i. Thanks for your he^>. 


1. PIPS “ How they should be applied to FRs„... Applying them in a consistent forrn<^ 
follows the Type A pc^lcy in relationship to longitudinal surveys. Specifically what Is 
solution If an FR is placed on a PIP due to lew response rate or high Type As, and th] 
those cases are reassigned to another FRtoconduti the Interviews and attempt 
salvaging the case. In many regions, the Type A stays with the original FR regardle 
outcome through the new PR's work. And the FR on the PIP has no way of rectifyini 
Improving the outcome. Is there a better uniform way to manage and apply PIPS ir 
surveys. The issue has come about due to a case In which an FR was given a small 
workload (4 cases) while on a PIP and was still charged with cases they weren't ailo 
to work on (the previous Type As). It wasn't viewed favorably by the judge that the 
employee didn't have a reasonable chance to get off the PIP. So how do we hanc 
these types of PIPs? Do we let the FR work the Type A even though It has been 
confirmed or the respondent tells them not to come back? What do you think? H 
you do It now? 

2. FRs accused of data falsification - when is their current workload removed and 
reassigned to another FR, or should It be? Various strategies used by each of the 
including immediate pulling of work, after the S day letter etc. Need a consistent' 
approach for Data falsification accusations of FRs. So If an FR Is accused of data 
falsification (not yet proven), do we take work away? If so, at what point in time? 

3 . When do you remove an FR from a particular survey that they have been trained on if 
there ans problems with performance or data quality or If they request It? When do you 


"Need a 
consistent 
approach for 
Data falsification 
accusations of 
FRs. So if an FR Is 
accused of data 
falsification (not 
yet proven), do 
we take work 
away? If so, at 
what point in 
time?" 



Nearly three years later, the Census Bureau has yet to implement a unified policy. 

There is a dissonance between the regional office and Census Headquarters on how to handle an 
employee’s workload during a suspected falsification investigation,^*'’’ Regional offices continue 
to determine their own protocols.’’* Thomas Aimerini explained the procedure after a case is 
handed over to Census Headquarters for a determination. He stated: 

Q. Is - is the regional office’s participation over now? Is it now 
headquarters? 


E-mail from Timothy Maddaloni, Survey Statistician, to Philadelphia Regional Office Official (Nov. 16, 201 1, 
4:57 p.m.). 

■”** 10 Report, supra note 94, at 49-50, 60. 

Aimerini Tr. at 111. 

Armstrong Tr. at 161 . 
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A. No, we still - we have to wait for them to make a determination. 

We have to then decide how are we going to handle this. If the — 
if we clearly suspect based on several counts of falsification or 
suspected falsification, the director may even go as far as saying 
well, this person’s data quality is at such a level that I can’t in good 
conscience allow them to continue to work because we’re 
compromising the data for our sponsor, which is our primary 
obligation, therefore, we’re going to pull their work, and we would 
call the FR and inform them that until this investigation’s 
completed, we’re not going to give you any work. 

Q. So they would not necessarily get paid during that time frame. 

A. That’s correct. 

Q. Do you consult with attorneys and HR people if that determination 
is made? 

A. We — well, that’s — that’s a bone of contention honestly because 
the attorneys tend to like us to have people continue to work even 
if they’re suspect of falsification because they want to avoid 
constructive termination. Our director doesn’t agree with that. So 
we’ve had egregious situations where we’ve pulled people from 
work and didn’t get any real push-back from that, but normally, 
you know, I guess you could say our - our director’s view and the 
counsel view at headquarters differ.’^' 

Not only does the personnel approach vary from region to region, but also from case to 
case within regions.^“ Most regions determine whether to continue assigning cases during 
investigation for falsification based on the individual case.^*^ Some regional offices allow 
FR/SFRs to conduct interviews while under investigation for falsification.^^'* Maddaloni 
described the Philadelphia Regional Office’s policies on pulling workloads after reaching the 
conclusion that an employee falsified.^^^ Maddaloni testified: 

Q. Let me make it simple. If you guys determine that the employee 
has falsified data, and that you wish him or her to be terminated, 
what happens to that person’s caseload? 

A. It stays. Until that letter, or proposal to remove letter, or someone 
from headquarters, or someone from management says pull their 


351 

352 

353 

354 

355 


Id. 

Maddaloni Tr. at 76. 
Id. 

Maddaloni Tr. at 78. 
Id. 
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workload, they get the same assignment on a month to month basis 
until they are proven guilty?^^ 

This approach potentially compromises data integrity. If the FR/'SFR continues to 
receive assignments and is ultimately found to have falsified, the regional office has risked data 
integrity by allowing the individual to continue submitting interviews. A May 1,2014 report 
issued by the Department of Commerce Office of Inspector Genera! also detennined the 
inconsistent policies remain problematic.^” The report recommended a coherent national policy 
that prevents FR/SFRs under investigation from continuing to submit cases, citing the heightened 
potential for inaccurate data.'’^* 


X. Fundamental Flaws in the System 


I'iMllNG: Data quality-assurance efforts arc fundamentally flawed. Regional 

offices are responsible for both data collection and quality control, 
which often have conflicting objectives. 


The process intended to ensure data quality is fraught with a number of inherent flaws. 
Incentive structures for reviewers discourage the identification of falsification. The falsification 
investigation still occurs in a cumbersome, paper-based process. And the chain of custody 
records on interview data is inadequate. As was the case in 2010, the Census Bureau still mostly 
uses response rates to detennine performance ratings.^’’’ The quality assurance method — 
reinteiviews — remains within the current chain of command. There are few incentives for 
reporting suspected falsification, and the process for doing so is difficult. The current system’s 
holes could lead to instances in which falsification occurs. 

a. Pressure to Perform 

Documents and interviews obtained by the Committees show' there was, and still remains, 
significant pressure for Census employees working on the CPS to perfonn a standard number of 
interviews.’*’® The cun-ent incentive structure rewards high response rates and encourages 
interviewers to obtain survey responses by all means necessary,®®' Maddaloni explained the 
pressure associated with this structure,®®^ Maddaloni testified: 

Q. What would you say is the most important driving factor, in your 
experience anyw'ay, for FRs in doing their work? Is it getting more 
hours? Is it — 


Id. 

IG Report, supra note 94, at 48-49. 

Almerini Tr. at 145-146. 

See e.g.. H-tnai! from Timothy Maddaloni, Survey Statistician, to Stefani Butier, Senior Field Rep., et at. (Nov. 
23, 201 1, 2:54 p.m.) [hereinafter Maddaloni E-mail, Nov. 23, 201 1]; Almerini Tr. at 145-146. 

Maddaloni E-mail, Nov. 23, 201 1, supra note 364; Almerini Tr. at 40. 

Maddaloni Tr. at 22. 
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A. Absolutely. You know, the more cases that they have, the more 
hours they can charge, the more miles they can charge, 100 
percent. 

Q. And so, do you think this puts some pressure on FRs in tenns of 
response rates? 

A. Well, there’s always pressure. It’s, you know, it’s the job. It’s 
you want to do a good Job, because, you know, the household 
respondents aren’t as nice as they used to be, so their job is a little 
bit harder. So there is pressure, absolutely. 

Performance standards for interviewers are mainly based on interview completion rates, resulting 
in significant pressure on interviewers to heighten response rates.’^** 

i. Importance ofRe.spon.se Rate.s 


FINDING; Philadelphia Regional Office supervisors regularly emphasized the 

importance of obtaining survey response rates, with liiile m no 
mention of data integrity. Employees experienced signiffcant pressure 
to achieve and improve their response rates by any means possible 
Pressure to meet these requirements stemmed from both the Regional 
Office and Census National Headquarters. 


For many Census employees, response rates are the principal measure of performance.^*’^ 
Some surveys require a 90% response rate.^*’*’ A higher response rate statistically improves the 
data quality.^*’’ The response rate requirement also adds substantial pressure for interviewers to 
obtain completed intci-views.'*** Program Coordinator Thomas Almerini discussed the response 
rates and the system’s inherent pressure to perform.^*’’ Almerini stated: 

Q. So it would be safe to say that there’s a clear kind of pressure for 
that group of people to find ways to improve their rates. 

A. Yes. 

Q. ... [C]an you kind of describe . . . ways in which they might feel 
the pressure for this? 1 mean, . . . would they be getting daily 
conversations from their supervi.sors? 


.16.1 

164 

161 
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367 

368 

369 


Id. 

Maddaioni E-mail, Nov. 23, 2011, supra note 364; Almerini Tr. at 40. 
Maddaloni Tr. at 21-22. 

Armstrong Tr. at 133. 

Id. 

Almerini Tr. at 145-146; Maddaloni Tr. at 21-22. 

Almerini Tr. at 145-146. 
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A. They’d be getting regular feedback from either their SFR or , . . 
their office supervisor. It would be the survey statistician for their 
surveys. Some of these people had multiple surveys, so they 
would be talking to two different people in the office and getting 
feedback about . . . how they’re doing with their work. 

Q. Okay. 

A. But yeah, there would be pressure there because every month 
they’d get an update basically saying . . . you did well this month, 
you had ... 18 out of 20 interviews for 90 percent, which is good, 
or you . . . only had a 50 percent response rate, which is . . . below 
the standard we’ve established for you, so . . . you need to 
improve or you’re in danger of . . . being terminated. So they had 
. . . warning that their job was on the line.^™ 

The pressure is not limited to FR/SFRs collecting interviews.^” Regional office 
supervisors also face pressure to accumulate high interview response.’’^ Supervisors are 
evaluated on different standards than their subordinates, but the collective response rates under 
their supervision serve as indicators of their management ability.^” While response rates are not 
the sole measurement of a supervisor’s performance, response rates are part of evaluation 
standards.^” Almerini testified: 

Q. Okay. Is there any kind of incentive program for, just starting with 
the 2010 time period, for . . . the survey statistician to have better 
response rates for the - 

A. Again, their overall success factors into their rating, but there’s 
nothing structured.^^^ 


If it’s apparent that there’s a lack of effort or failure to plan, failure 
to staff, if . . . there are actually circumstances that are in the sense 
caused by maybe the lack of leadership or support or initiative on 
the part of the supervisor, we look at that also in terms of their 
rating. I would say that the success of the survey will play a part in 
the rating obviously. If someone is very successful, . . . their 
survey is well staffed and running well and the response rates are 
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Id. 

See id. 

Almerini Tr. at 26-27. 

See id.; Maddaloni Tr, at 22-23. 
Id. 

Almerini Tr. at 26. 
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always good and the costs are within - you know, below the 
national average, chances are they’re going to get at least a . . , 
level 3 rating or better based on their ... overall initiative. 

Q. So then that would be true of the program coordinators as well? 

A. That would also be true of the program coordinators because we’re 
part of the management of the surveys.™ 

Q. And then I asstime going forward to today, would that be true of 
the SSFs and the SSOs? 

A. Yeah.”’ 

The pressure placed on regional supervisors remains under the current structure, and 
according to Almerini, dividing the Supervisor Statistician position did not alleviate the 
pressure.^’* Both the SSF and the SSO now feel pressure for high survey data collection rates.^™ 

Supervisors are responsible for keeping survey staff from falling behind on their survey 
responses.^*® Throughout the week, supervisors send e-mails and make phone calls encouraging 
interviewers to find a way to obtain survey responses.’*’ Documents show this pressure was a 
regular part of communications from supervisors at the Philadelphia Regional Office.’*’ 

Survey Statistician Timothy Maddaloni conveyed significant pressure to his subordinates 
on multiple occasions from 2010 to 2012.’*’ In a January 2012 e-mail, he encouraged a long list 
of Census interviewers to push themselves beyond their perceived ability to obtain more 
interviews before CPS closed out.’*"* Maddaloni joked about how hard they should push for 
interviews.’** 


iu. 

Almerini Tr. at 133. 
at 145-146. 

See e.g., e-mail from Thomas Almerini, Program Coordinator, to Thomas Almerini, Program Coordinator (Oct. 
25, 201 1, 10:19 p.m.) [hereinafter Almerini E-mail, Oct. 25, 20111. 

E-maii from Timothy Maddaloni, Survey Statistician, to Stefani Butler, Senior Field Rep., et al. (Jan. 20, 2012, 
4:33 p.m.). 
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Cumitty we are at 71.18% with 717 cases tenvMng. Unfortunately we dd not come doso to that 90% 
goal nor dd we beat yesterttys goaf at 75%. 

I have already accepted 46 TVoe A's. Ov goal Is to only have between 250-27S Tyf>e A's tor an erttte 
CPS week. That leaves US reeling apposdmately 500 mtsvtews ow these nect r%v days before 
doseout Ties e the main reason wtiy ! try and pmSi so ftaid tarty on so we c«i get ties * down before 
doseouL We can get these hterriews dene but I ftted everyone on board puMng to get these done 

We may have seme rdement %veather approadwig so please be prepared and I need to make sure that 
ewycna Is sta out and werkitg .Just be smsrt and safe 

Karen wH be the offioe tomorrow from SiSP*!: W and I wl be h the sarrw Orre on Suiday 

Once agaii thark you to those who cenOnue to take on extra cases to hep b geatty 

appreosted 


Tie goal for tonight b to get ITS inteMews as a team. If you are ao>e % get 1, piah fa Itf you get 2;, 


pdi fa 3 and so ort Oont step unti you are ready to pass ouu 
petit 

Please get these Intervcws done and not wait urd the last dry. 
Thanks agsh and good kidc 
KSAR 


Ttnothy Maddalorf 
Siawrvbory Suvey StadsOdan 
115. Census Bureau 
Phiadt^pha fteOeoal Office 


Jub tcddig there but you ^ the 


you are able to get 1, 
push for 2. if you get 2, 
push for 3 and so on. Don't 
stop until you are ready to 

pass out I'm just kidding 

there but you get the point." 


Maddaloni’s supervisor, Almerini, also pressured subordinates to hit pcrfonnance 
goals.^** In an October 201 1 e-mail to all Philadelphia Regional Orticc CPS employees, 
Almerini expressed shock and disappointment with the CPS numbers.^*’ 


Cc: 

SiibjKt: 

Data: 


PicraK 1 AlnurW 


a>S Tues 10 AM Update ALBtT 
ltV2S/20U 10:19 AM 


We only checked In lS9of the 312 interviews we needed last evening. We are trying to salvage what's 
left. Bettom line is we need 89 more Interviews to hit 90%. At the moment worst case Is 88.46% RR. 
TNs wont be our worst but we arg ali shodee d and <Ssappointed in trying to figure out what happened 
(or dkfeit happen) last evertng. 


Thomas X Almerini 
Program Coordinator 
U.S. Caisus Bureau 


"This won't be our worst but we are 
all shocked and disappointed in 
trying to figure out what happened 
(or didn't happen) last night." 


.186 

.187 


Almerini E-mail, Oct. 25, 2011, supra note 386. 
Id. 


66 



115 


The documents show supervisors attributing demands to "management’' as a whole/** In 
an August 201 1 e-mail to CPS interviewers, Maddaloni voiced concerns with the CPS response 
numbers.**** He described how he would have to answer for the low response if the interviewers 
did not meet their goal***'* Maddaloni also indicates that he would tell management wdiich 
individual FR/SFRs did not perform.*’* 



From: 

To: 


"If we are 
unable to 
meet these 
goals I am 
going to have 
to explain 
what went 
wrong and 
who did not 
perform." 


Subject: 

Date: 


Currently vie are at 84.29% \Mth 400 c^es remaining. We wB need at least 200 IntaT/ievi.'s to rrach outi 
goal!!! I 


Ple^ make sure you ste wt In the fldd day arid ni^ on ttiese cases we can not t^e many Type 

A's out of these cases so please stxe you get information fcr Interviews / 

1 am worried here ttiat we will not be able to meet the go^ since our great start stalled over the y 
weekend. TWs is a big concern hsr me end management at this pcAiL If we are unable to meet these 
goals I am gtAtg to have to ejqilain what went wrong and who efid not perfmn. I do not like doing EWs 
so please do not let that happen. 

Afta- working a day and night please send all remaning cases in tortght After you transmit them in 
please restart alt cases and ctxitlnue working ftiem untl noon tomorrow, Ple«e have all fln^ 
transmissions in by noon temorrow and If there Is a specif satuatlor where the respondant is available 
shortly after please call the office and let me know. 

Once again please keep ail Type A's to an absdute rr4nlmum tonight we can not take the Type A’s, 
Thanks again for everything and good luck 


Timothy Maddaloni 
Supervisory Survey Statistician 
U.S. Census Bureau 
Philadelphia Regional Office 


'Once again please keep alt Type A's ta. 
an absolute minimum tonight we can 
not take the Type A's," 


The documents show that pressure stemmed not only from the Philadelphia Regional 
Office, but also from Census Headquarters.*’* In a September 201 1 e-mail, Maddaloni 
encouraged a list of FR/SFRs to “do whatever [they] can to secure the interview.”*’* He insisted 
they work all night and the following day to collect the interviews.*” Maddaloni included that 


See e.g.. e-mail from Timothy Maddaloni, Survey Statistician, to Julius Buckmon, Field Rep., Stefan! Butler, 
Senior Field Rep., et al. (Aug. 22, 201 1, 1:25 p.m.) [hereinafter .Maddaloni E-mail, Aug. 22, 2011], 

.Maddaloni E-mail, Aug. 22, 201 \ , supra note 392. 

-•’“/rf. 

See e.g., e-mail from Timothy Maddaloni, Survey Statistician, to Julius Buckmon, Field Rep,, Stefani Butler, 
Senior Field Rep., ei al. {Sept. 26, 2011, 4:50 p.m.) [hereinafter Maddaloni E-mail, Sept. 26, 20U ]. 


Maddaloni E-mail, Sept. 26, 20\\,. supra note 396. 
Id. 
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management would be at Census Headquarters, and that he did not want to answer for a poor 

39S 

response rate. ' 




CPS Team A Upd«e/Clos 80 ut 
I)9/2S/20>1IM;50 PM 


s rwnainhg. Overall we are at 88.37% with 706 cases 


OrrenHy we are at 85.52% v^th 363 c 
ranafeiftig. 

In order fa us to reach our 90% goaf we need dose to 180 Interviews out of the remaining 363 cases. 
It’s a tail a<^ but I know we do It tf we push oursdves and give maximum effat Ovaaii we need 
exactly 326 Intostews to reach 90%l 

month we only got 89.27% which B unacceptable, we need to hit 90% 

Please make sure you send d of your work bi by noon tomorrow. Just In case there are transmission 
prc^ems at the deadikie please send In ycwr wak tonight and the^ restart It tomorrow mornkig and 
caidnue to wok until noon. 

e do whatever you can to score the Interview. EVBtY IffreRVIEW COUNTS. DC, MD, WV it doesn't 
matta we are ^ counting on one another to come together and complete these Interviews and have 
LESSthan2A*sifanyim! 

Rememba go out ail night tonight and tomorow momk>9 and check with neighbors or a knowledgeable 
person if necessary. Restart any Type A cases already transmitted In you may catch them on a good 
day. 

FYI Management is In HQ tomorrow with the Directa so our numbers will be talked about and 

scrutinized. Please make sure we are the o nes ^ thev a -e talking about In a GOOD way! 

Thanks again, good luck and please be safe! 

Tknothy Maddaloni 
Supervisory Survey Stadsticiar 
U.S. Census Bureau 

PKIadeIpNa Regional Office 


"FYI... Management is in HQ tomorrow 

with the Director so our numbers will be 
talked about and scrutinized. Please make 
sure we are the ones they are talking 
about in a GOOD way!" 


Maddaloni also underscored the need for achieving response rates in his November 2011 e- 
mail.^’*’ Maddaloni’s e-mail scolded a list of FRy'SFRs for the previous month’s poor CPS 
performance.^’’ He wrote, “We are forced to meet these goals now, no other option.””® 


Id. 

Maddaloni E-mail, Nov. 23, 201 1, supra note 364, 
Id. 

i98 ,, 
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'We already have some 
eKplaining to do now 
after this months , 
struggle. I can only • 
Imagine if it doesn't 
Improve." 




lV23A0n02:54PM 


frit were betow 


ur flnai response rate was 88.64% a decrease from ©22% la^ month. 

tt we finished 10th out of the 12 regiors in re^jwise rate! Only Seattle and Ney 


2 need to make sure we go back in other dirKtion next month. We already have some explairiing 
to do now after this months ^uggSe. I can ima^ne if it doesnt Improve. 

side: 

vsraii die nadona! response rate ditwed about .90%, ours dropped ,58% 

I dtwit Wtlr^ we <an get any vwxse (ploase rtont) so we can wily get better from here on out 

Remember the goals are adjusted a^ln this month to reftect the holiday season. We are forced to meet 
ttiese goals now, no other opdon. 


I will be making calte from now tJitll the friday before CPS week to ensawe we have everyones FHJiX 
ATTlfmON during O^S week and have everyone stort ON TTMEl 

Have a safe and happy holldayl 


Timothy MaddaionI 
Supervisory Survey Statistician 
U.S. Census Bireau 
Philadelphia Regional Offree 


Maddaloni voiced concern over the potential consequences if response rates did not improve the 
following month.^’^ He warned he would call interviewers prior to CPS week to guarantee their 
“FULL ATTENTION.”""” 

Maddaloni’ s supeivisor, Program Coordinator Thomas Almerini acknowledged that 
significant pressure to meet response rate standards could lead interviewers to falsify."'®' He 
stated: 

Q. [D]id you find any instances over the course of your tenure as a 
program coordinator, or even at the Ceasus, where there’s pressure 
that the field reps or the senior field reps would feel ... 1 guess 
significant pressure to achieve these particular response rates for a 
particular survey? 

A. Yeah, I think there is . . . a certain amount of expectation and 
pressure. 


*' Armstrong Tr. at 40. 
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Q. Do you think that like causes them to . . . falsify data or do other 
things to try to achieve those response rates? 

A. It could. You know, it’s certainly within the realm of possibility 
that they’ll feel like, you know, . . . my response rate is below . . , 
what’s expected of me and I’m afraid ratings are coming up, . . . I 
might not get a good rating if I don’t turn more of my 
nonresponses, ... so it could lead them to feel like, you know, I 
might want to cut a few comers to get my numbers up, my 

402 

response rate. 

Maddaloni also recognized the potential consequences of the heavy demands placed on 
FR/SFRs.'*®^ In a March 2012 e-mail to Census employees, Maddaloni implored the recipients 
not to resign."'®'* He acknowledged how these demands might have affected team morale.'"'^ 


®- Id. 

E-mail from Timothy Maddaloni, Survey Statistician, to Stefani Butler, Senior Field Rep,, et al. (Mar. 25, 2012, 
12:47 p.m.). 

Id. 
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Frorra 


Subject! 

Datei 


03/25/2012 12:47 PM 


We meet again 

I have been asked by Maragement Co con® bade to {?$ and help out untH we close out on Wednesday 

aftsTioon. At first I was hedtant because I have some other obSgatJons that I need to tend to but 

then 1 remembaed that we have a great team over hare at CK that wiii help make doseojt a lot 
smootha- so I an excited fet the qaportirtty to wortc together and get us back on track. 

Curentty we are at 72.63% (Team A) and ovaralf at I mderstand that we are behind but I also 

understand lhat ASEC is a pain in toe Tie March mwrth Is never easy and we are dowf! to 3 cbys to 
have evoything completed. Team A.airrentiy has 705 cas« sfil! remalning..,.aboirt 150 behind our 
normal pace. Please do whatever you can to get these inta-vfews INCLUDING the supplement. I 
understand that toere are certain situations vrfiere we wem't get the supplement and I understand but 
just piease do your best at w^qiirlng tWs k^omatiwi. 

Due to the nature of Ms-ch and where m st»xi now, I am authorizing 10 hour days fron^ here on out to 
get these assignments completed and to hdp catch up Now I don't want everyone Just dtarglng 10 
hour days with a small assignment. Please make sure If you are charging the 10 hour days that you have 
a significant amount of work left and you are making significant progress, If you are unsure with your 
workload pfease coitact your SFR fiir the OK or call the RO. At tNs point we need everyone putting as 
much dma as they can on these cases to get the job done. Just bo productive! 

Si the few hours I have t^en over I have heard a few inst«Rx:es where some important »id valuable 
team members are upset about cases being pulled and how conversations went on the phone. 
Resignations are also being thought about due to tiiese circumstances. PLEASE DO NOT RESIGNHMt You 
are vital to the team and to the Bur^u! 1 win talk with each of you at some poinNn the next few days. 
We wii! work through everything and make sure the team morale is back where f ■ ^^s to be for CPS 
moving forward. I \ 


I look forward to wcxking with everyone again for the next few days and hc^ 
get us badt on hack and secure a great response r ate 

Thanks again and good luck! 


;; "tn the few hours I have taken over I 
have heard a few instances where some 
Important and valuable team members 
are upset about cases being pulled and 
how conversations went on the phone. 
Resignations are also being thought 
about due to these circumstances. 

PIEASE DO NOT RESIGN!!!!!" 


Tknothy MaddaionI 
Superyfeory Survey Statistician 
U.S, Ce^isus Bureau 
Philadelphia Regional Office 


Performance Improvement Plans fPlPl 


FR/SFRs are well aware of the consequences for poor perfonnance. If an FR'SFR is 
unable to attain the expected response rate and desired time for completing a case, he or she may 
be placed on a Perfonnance Improvement Plan (PIP)."*®*’ if an employee is under-perfomiing, 


Armstrong Tr. at .i ! , 107; Maddaloni Tr. at 49. 
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supervisors meet with management to discuss the employee’s performance. Supervisors and 
management then decide whether an employee should be placed on a PIP.'*'** 

The PIP is meant to be a temporary process.'"” It allows a 90-day period for the FR/SFR 
to improve his or her response rate.'*'" Each month, the employee receives feedback regarding 
their improvement while on a PIP."*" If the FR/SFR does not improve, he or she is subject to 
review, performance analysis, and possible extension of the PIP.^'^ If supervisors determine that 
the employee is incapable of improving after an employee completes a PIP, the Bureau will 
initiate the termination process.'*’^ 

Each year, FR/SFRs receive feedback on their performance.'”'* FR/SFRs receive a rating 
anywhere from level 1 to 5.'*'^ The level at which an FR/SFR perfoims deteimines whether the 
employee must be placed on a PIP."*'* Those employees eligible for placement on a PIP must be 
performing at no higher than the level 1 response rate goal for a particular survey.*’’ During 
their testimony, Armstrong and Maddaloni both estimated that approximately 1 0 to 1 5 
employees are placed on a PIP each year."*'* Almerini testified that approximately 30 to 40 
employees are currently on a PIP.'*” 

According to Armstrong’s testimony, if an individual is placed on a PIP, the Bureau has 
“an obligation to let that person improve their performance."'*’” Supervisors, therefore, cannot 
significantly alter the volume of work assigned to an employee attempting to improve their 
response rate through a PIP.'*” Armstrong explained that this practice prevented supervisors 
from obstructing an employee’s ability to improve their response rate.'*"’ He also stated that if an 
employee is placed on a PIP, supervisors are able to temporarily decrease the employee’s 
workload, providing an enhanced opportunity to improve the response rate.'*” He added that 
while an employee is on a PIP, the Bureau would not train the employee on another survey.'*’'* 


Maddaloni Tr. at 49. 

Id. at 70. 

‘'® Armstrong Tr. at 31 . 

Id.', Almerini Tr. at 96. 

Id. 

'*'■ Armstrong Tr. at 31; Maddaloni Tr. at 71; Almerini Tr. at 98. 
Armstrong Tr. at 31; Maddaloni Tr. at 71. 

Armstrong Tr. at 160. 

^'‘'Id. 

Id. at 26-27. 

Id at 31; Maddaloni Tr. at 49. 

™AlmeriniTr. at 115. 

Armstrong Tr. at 26. 

Id 

^''Id 

Id 

“W, 
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b. Insufficient Quality Control Measures 


i FINDINCJ: The cun cut medianisins for data qualirj control arc insufficient aad , 

, could serve to discottrage individttals from idcntifsing and reporting ; 

( ' ~ suspected falsification. 


The new Census Bureau structure is a significant improvement. As one regional director 
explained, prior to the changes, each of the 12 regions could establish its own data quality 
standards."*”^ The misalignment was not optimal for data quality. There are now defined 
national standards for data quality.''^* While these changes do offer improvements for data 
quality, flaws remain. 

Census Bureau IT staff informed the Committees that although reinterview encourages 
data quality, it does not improve data quality in the present collection cycle.”'^^ The 
reinteiwiew — at least for CPS — is more of a deterrent for falsification rather than an immediate 
quality check.”'’* The Census Bureau’s Internal Survey Sponsor will not know the reinterview 
results for weeks or months after the close of CPS."”^ 

Almerini testified on the changes in data quality tracking. He stated: 

Q. Are you doing anything proactive, say, seeing if someone has a - 
kind of statistically showing shorter interviews or high . . . survey 
completion rates that might be red flags? 

A. Yeah, we do a lot more of that now. We have a number of 
statistics databases that have been produced for us where . . . one 
of the new roles of — under the survey statisticians in the office is 
to use these tools to evaluate the quality of data.”*’" 

Q. Were these the same quality control methods utilized back in 2010 
and 2011? 

A. No, these are — well, they had started developing a number of 
those methodologies, and only around 2010-2011, they started 
sharing some of these databases with us to be able to use, and . . . 
during the transition period, they developed ... the unified 
tracking system to give us more paradata level types of things we 


Armstrong Tr. at 33. 

IT Briefing, supra note 217. 

Almerini Tr. at 74. 
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could look at like that . , . further drill down deeper into the 
quality aspects of the data.'*''' 

i. Quality Checks Remain in the Chain of Command 


FlNDiXi: rile piimarj data quality assurance check — rcinici siew -l eitiaiiis is; 

the oritiinalintcrvicwcr’s chain of command, cffcctit eh diuiinishins 
the objectivity of the process. 


In 20 1 0, either the survey statistician or the senior field representative conducted the 
reintertdews of field representatives’ interviews.''^^ In the current structure, the reinterview and 
data quality checks remain in the original interviewer’s chain of command, relying heavily on 
the field supervisor position to conduct reinterview.''^^ The same supervisor’s job performance is 
measured, in part, on successful data collection and high response rates on his or her survey.'*^'* 
The same supervisor responsible for identifying and reporting data falsification has a vested 
interest in the interviewer's completion rates. Keeping the reinterview process within the chain 
of command is problematic because it diminishes the objectivity of the process. 

Regional supervisors oversee both data collection and quality control,’'^* According to 
the 2010 CPS Reinterviewer’s Manual, “The same reinterviewer should not be assigned to 
reinterview a particular FR each time that FR falls into reinterview,’’’''’^ Both the national 
standards and the regional offices recognize the potential for cover-up during the reinterview 
process.'*” Maddaloni expressed the viewpoint of the regional office: “So we do know shortcuts 
happen in the field. It’s Just our job to tiy and find it."'*^* Maddaloni also explained regional 
practices — aimed at preventing data falsification cover-up — that acknowledge the potential for 
bias within the chain of command.'*'*’ Maddaloni stated: 

Q. Do you think it makes sense that SFRs are doing the reinterviews 
for their FRs? 

A, Yes. 

Q. Do you have any concern that because of the working relationship 
it could - 


*■’' Id. at 75. 

Aimerini Tr. at 31. 

Maddaloni Tr. at 32, 43. 

“W, at 22-23. 

■*” Id. at 58. 

CAPI RHNTKRViF.vvtR’s MANli/\L, supra note 287, at 7, 
See id. 

Maddaloni Tr. at 43. 

Id. at 58-59. 
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A. Yes. Andthat’s why we do — give it to different SFRs or people at 
times, because there is that concern that they develop a 
relationship.'*''*’ 

Most reinterviews, nonetheless, remain in the original PR’s chain of command.'*'" Maddaloni 
confirmed this practice. Maddaloni testified: 

Q. So it’s fair to say that, generally speaking, reinterviews come 
through the chain of command. 

A. Absolutely.'*'*^ 

After explaining the chain of custody, Maddaloni discussed ways to circumvent the reinterview 
system.'*'*^ He stated: 

Q. And then, more in a general sense, can you think of any ways in 
which the quality-control system could be circumvented? 

A, The automatic assignment of the reinterview, like I said, is 
randomized from month to month. When we get assigned to the 
field, the SFRs could just say that the reinterview was done and 
completed, there was no concerns, and it would come in as 
anything - it was something normal. We would say that the job 
was done. They could put a note in a case that the reinterview was 
completed, and that’s how you circumvent it.'*'*'* 

Armstrong expressed similar concern over the possibility for abuse.'*'** He stated: 

Q. And that’s just interesting because that was one of the areas in 
some of our discussion with — and looking at the documents 
some concern is that someone could cover for a field representative 
through the reinterview process by just confirming what was said 
prior. And do you feel confident that the system in place now with 
the 20 percent outside review — reinterview process of the specific 
area helps to root out any possible misconduct by — 

A. I think it does. It is — if s - we have, on and off, moved the work 
around, especially if it’s work that can be done on the phone. As a 
matter of fact, nationwide. Bureau wide, field division wide, we 
are considering moving reinterview to the National Processing 


440 

441 

442 

443 

444 

445 


Id. 

Id at 32. 

Id 

H. at 31-32. 

Id 

Armstrong Tr. at 156-157. 
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Center so that all the reinterview be done by someone else. 

There’s a cost motivation for that. There’s also an impartiality 
motivation for that. So we are proposing to do that, and hopefully, 
in the near future, it will go there. 

Q. And you think that’s an improvement to the quality check 
mechanism? 

A. I think it would be - it would make reinterview less expensive. It 
would make it more — will root out any possibility of not being as 
objective as it should be.''^* 

ii. No Incentives for Identifying Falsification 

Current quality control structure and methods could discourage individuals from 
identifying falsification. There are no incentives for an individual to identify falsification.''^’ 
There are incentives for having high response rates, having high conversion rates, and 
maintaining staffing levels.'’"'® Program Coordinator Thomas Almerini described the incentive 
and performance evaluation structure for survey supervisors. He testified: 

Q. Okay. Is there any kind of incentive program for, just starting with 
the 2010 time period, for . . . the survey statistician to have better 
response rates for the - 

A. Again, their overall success factors into their rating, but there’s 
nothing stmctured. 

* 

If it’s apparent that there’s a lack of effort or failure to plan, failure 
to staff, if . . . there are actually circumstances that are in the sense 
caused by maybe the lack of leadership or support or initiative on 
the part of the supervisor, we look at that also in terms of their 
rating. I would say that the success of the survey will play a part in 
the rating obviously. If someone is very successful . . . their 
survey is well staffed and running well and the response rates are 
always good and the costs are within — you know, below the 
national average, chances are they’re going to get at least a . . . 
level 3 rating or better based on their . . . overall initiative. 

Q, So then that would be true of the program coordinators as well? 


^Id. 

Almerini Tr. at 26. 
at 26-27. 


76 



125 


A. That would also be true of the program coordinators because we’re 
part of the management of the surveys. 

Q. And then I assume going forward to today, would that be true of 
the SSFs and the SSOs? 

A. Yeah,'*'*’ 

Identifying falsification does not benefit response rates, but ignoring discrepancies or 
suspected falsification would effectively result in more completed interviews and, in turn, benefit 
the overall response rates. Converting Type-A non-interviews to completed interviews is 
applauded.'*^® Admitting to an inability to obtain an interview and submitting cases as Type-A is 
seen as a last resort and negatively affects perceptions of job performance.'*^' 

If reinterviewers discover discrepancies during the reinterview process, they are 
encouraged to check for all possible explanations for discrepancies before reporting suspected 
falsification.'**^ This instraction is printed in bold in the CPS Reinterviewer’s Manual.'*** The 
manual states, “Before reaching a conclusion that an FR is falsifying data make every effort to 
see if there is any other explanation for discrepancies.”'**'* The manual then lists possible 
explanations for the discrepancies and example questions for reinterviewers to ask, so that they 
exhaust all alternative explanations before reporting suspected falsification.'*** 

Identifying falsification also requires supervisors to conduct a lengthy and cumbersome 
investigation — the timing, completion, and results of which are not part of their performance 
evaluations.'*** The Census Bureau distributes charts and records of response and Type-A 
conversion rates.'*** Records of suspected falsification and termination, however, compare 
regional offices — not individual supervisors.'*** Program Coordinator Thomas Almerini stated: 

Q. [I]s there . . . any tracking ... of how supervisors deal with 
reinterview, like . . . what are the results of different supervisors to 
see if there’s patterns and . . . how things come out when they 
reinterview? 

A. There’s no real tracking ... - you know, we’ll know just 

anecdotally that well ... it just so happens that because CPS and 
APS are bigger surveys, they have a higher frequency of five-day 


Id. at 26-27. 

‘“See Butler Tr. at 59. 

See Almerini Tr. at 96, 

CAPI Reintervewer’s Manual, jtipra note 287, at 16. 

*^Id 

““Mat 16-17. 

“* See Almerini Tr. at 26-27, 88-89, 

““ See e.g., e-mail from FLD Labor & Crime Surveys to CPS Program Coordinators (Sept. 22, 2011, 2:56 p.m.); 
U.S. Census Bureau, CPS Type A Conversion Rates (Feb. 2, 2011). 

““ Almerini Tr. at 141-42. 
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letters and therefore generate a higher frequency of 11-163 
falsification reports, and out of those, . . . we’ll look usually at the 
end of the year when we get a report that says well, you’ve 
terminated five people, and two of them were terminated for 
falsification on CPS, one was terminated for falsification on the 
consumer expenditure survey, two were terminated for falsification 
on the American Community Survey. . . . [W]e’ll know basically a 
breakdown . . . when we get the aggregate results, so that’s 
basically our way of tracking in the big picture.’'*’ 

The data on falsification reports are not attributed to the individual supervi.sor, and the 
supeivisor is not accountable for his or her rates — only whether he or she completes the 
investigations that he or she chose to begin.’'®’ Given the negative connotation associated with 
falsification, falsification report numbers can be misconstrued as an indicator of poor 
management or hiring, rather than attention to detail and high data-quality standards. 
Supervisors have limited accountability or incentive for identifying falsification.’'*' Regional 
Director Fernando Armstrong describedl 1-163 numbers as part of the aggregate data equation, 
rather than a measure of thorough data quality management."'*^ Armstrong stated: 

A. The analysis of the data and the reinterview, the 163, the 11-163 
that I keep referring to, is forwarded to the analytical people in 
headquarters. We don’t know what they do with it. They do their 
analysis and they prepare reports, which 1 assume they share with 
the sponsors of the survey, about the level of falsification or 
discrepancies or whatever, but the regional office is not involved in 
that, 

Q. Okay. 

A. Nor do we get reports about that.’'*'’ 

iii. Limited Means for Renortiny Susnected Falsification 


jlNDING: There are no clear guidelines available to ail Census employees for 

straightforward reporting of suspected falsification. 


There are limited methods available to FR/SFRs for reporting suspected falsification 
without supervisory approval,"'*’' SFRs may have the opportunity to flag a concern if assigned to 
reinterview a particular PR's case."'** An FR, however, has limited, difficult options for 


Id at 127. 

Armstrong Tr. at 80-81 . 

* ■’ Id 

Almerini Tr. at 49; Armstrong Tr. at 108; Butler Tr. at 83; Maddaloni Tr. at 37. 
Maddaloni Tr. at 47-50. 
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reporting suspected falsification, which fall outside the realm of everyday options.'*^* There are 
also limited options for an FR/SFR to report concerns regarding a supervisor.***’ While upper- 
level regional management expects that FR/SFRs will make them aware if there are concerns 
with their immediate supervisor’s data integrity, there is limited opportunity for anonymity or 
confidentiality when expressing concerns within the chain of command.**** 


In June 2010, ARD Harold Hayes sent an e-mail to 14 management officials at the 
Philadelphia Regional Office.***^ Hayes received a call from an SFR who wanted to voice 
concerns.**™ Hayes oversaw the SFR’s supervisor, so Hayes would be an appropriate point of 
contact if the SFR had any particular concerns related to her supervisor.*”* Hayes consulted with 
his management team in preparation for the call.”^ 


From Timothy P Maddaopj 

TtK Hamid E Hatas 

$ub)oc« RetaBHi- M6 

Oattu 06/03^1009:53 AN 


Harold, 

The roster shows ACS, CPS, SOC, PAL 
problems. Thanks 


Timothy Maddaloni 
Supenrisoty Survey Statistician 
U.S. Census Bureau 
Philadelphia Regional OfFIce 
Phone:l 
Fax: 


is not In today and I am unaware of any 


▼ Harold E Haves— 06/02/2010 05:13:16 PM-rl can't tell from the roster what 
surveys she works so I have to ask everyone - 1 oot a call from he 


Fivm; rwdd E Hayes/PH/BOC 



Date: 06/02/2010 05:13 PM 
Subject: ■■■■146 


I can't tell from the roster wh^ sunreys she works so I have to ask 
everyone - 1 got a call from her and she wants to discuss some 
concerns and ask m e some que stions. Can anyone enlighten me of 
any Issue related to ■■■■ before I engage her on the phone? 

Harold 


^ Crosby Tr. at 126. 

* Butler Tr. at 9. 

**“ Almerini Tr. at 221-222. 

‘'® E-mail from Harold Hayes, Asst. Regional Dir., to Timothy Maddaloni, Survey Statistician, et al. (June 2, 2010, 
5:13 p.m.) [hereinafter Hayes E-mail, June 2, 2010]. 

Butler Tr. at 89; Almerini Tr. at 100, 

Hayes E-maii, June 2, 2010, supra note 473. 
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Hayes was not yet aware of the SFR’s concerns, and so he sent this e-mail to become 
better informed. The SFR, however, skipped the normal chain of command, choosing instead to 
contact Hayes, rather than the SFR’s immediate supervisors. Hayes’s e-mail informed the SFR’s 
supervisors that the SFR went above their heads, bringing the concerns to their supervisor.'”^ 

The documentation does not show that the concerns were related to suspected falsification or 
data quality. There is, however, an apparent lack of anonymity present in the current reporting 
structure. Concerns over anonymity could deter employees from reporting suspected 
falsification and other data quality issues. 

Maddaloni discussed the current procedures for reporting suspected falsification and lack 
of anonymity in the current construct."'^'* Maddaloni testified: 

Q. If an employee suspects another employee is falsifying data, is 
there a procedure for reporting these suspicions? 

A. Just conversations or e-mails, yes. 

Q. Employees can also report suspected falsification to headquarters. 

Is that correct? 

A. They could, but it usually will get kicked back to us to review. 

Q. If an employee chooses to remain anonymous from reporting 
falsification of data, is this possible through the current system? 

A. To remain anonymous? 

Q. Yeah. 

A. The respondents can remain anonymous, but the field 

representatives are not anonymous. 

Q. But the person reporting the falsification. Is there a way for them 
to be anonymous? 

A. They could call in and just not say who is calling. But the office 
has caller ID, so we would see phone numbers, so. . . . 

The procedures lack a simple and effective way to report suspected falsification, A 
different SFR in the Philadelphia region, Stefani Butler, discussed the available methods."”^ 
Butler testified: 


While the SFR was later subject to investigation and received a five-day letter, there is no indication of retaliatory 
motives nor do the two events appear to have any correlation. See id. 

“ Maddaloni Tr. at 71-72. 

"■‘Id. 

“ Butler Tr. at 82-83. 
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Q. And what was the process for you as a senior field representative 
for reporting an employee not following proper protocol? 

A. If I had the actual case, I would report it through the case. But if I 
noticed discrepancies, I would bring it to the supervisor’s 
attention.''^’ 

There is no mechanism in the interview system for an interviewer to report oddities in 
previous data entries other than by informal means, such a phone call to a supervisor. The 
current procedures are difficult to navigate and put the burden of proof on a supervisor within the 
interviewer’s direct chain of command. 

1. Conflict of Interest for Reviewing Employee Conduct 

Butler noted that the Employee Relations Board (ERB) acts on submissions from the 
regional office regarding employee conduct. In addition, the ERB is supposed to be a resource 
for employees to dispute a claim.**^* This created a potential conflict of interest for Butler, who 
suspected that individuals in the regional office were covering up data falsification.'***’ Butler 
testified: 

Q. Do you believe that headquarters at all participated in retaliating 
against you? 

A. The Employee Relations Branch. 

* * * 

Q. They retaliated against you? 

A. Yes, 

Q. How? 

A. They work in conjunction with the regional office. 

Q. I see. 

A. So, for example, they recently put me on a PIP. I have been there 
almost 16 years. I have never had a PIP. Prior to 2010, my ratings 
were grade 5’s -- rating 5’s. Now I’m graded at I’s and 2’s. 

Nothing happened in between where I was given any instruction, 


Butler Tr. at 82-83. 

™ IT Briefing, supra note 25. 
Butler Tr. at 11 1-1 14. 
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any conversations about my performance decreasing. ERB is the 
ones who the regional office tells them what they want them to say 
and they write the documents up, but ERB is also the same place 
that I’m told to go to to dispute a document that they wrote for the 
regional office. So, yeah, the PIP that was recently given to me last 
year was written by ERB per the regional office, but the regional 
office has since offered to remove it and give me all my duties 
back, which I have in writing from them. 


Q. So they might not be complicit; they are just doing their job of 
helping to produce a document that is requested from Fernando 
down? 

A. Yeah. Exactly. I think whatever the regional office gives them, 
they are acting on, but that is also the place where I go to to 
dispute, but they have a conflict, as far as I am concerned. 

Q. Yeah. It is a dual duty. 

A. Right. 

Q. Okay. 

A, And it is the same people doing both duties, so that is where the 
conflict comes in at. 

Q. Okay. All right, 

In her testimony, Butler noted that there were only two individuals in the ERB office that are 
assigned to the Philadelphia Regional Office. When she reported Buckmon for falsification, 
those individuals at ERB were in communication with Armstrong and Roman, whom Butler 
believed were trying to undermine her credibility.''*^ The ERB produces documents on behalf of 
the regional office administration and handles employee claim disputes. As a result, there is a 
potential conflict with the ERB’s responsibilities with respect to employees working within the 
regional office, as the same people are performing both sets of duties.''** 


•**' Id 
*‘-Id 
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c. Insufficient Record-Keeping 


FINDING: 


Tlicre is no single master record of a case. The case-f r«#dllg=systeiBS \ 
make it difficult— sometimes impossible— to deterniin0:t4i©tujlll!st«i*y 

and corrospoiuiing chain of custody o) a parficiihi! case. 


Under the current structure, sufficient recordkeeping is lacking. A supervisor can wipe 
the data and notes from a case by restarting the case.''*^ Case notes attached to the file can be 
edited and deleted with no record of any changes made,'**^ There is no way to match edits in a 
trace file to the Census employee who made the edits with certainty.”*** The case file only 
records who submitted the completed file, and the trace file does not attribute ownership to the 
logged keystrokes.”**’ These insufficiencies reveal a lack of transparency and accountability 
surrounding data collection. 

i. Data Files 

There ai'e tliree types of data sets pertaining to each case: the Blaise data, the trace file, 
and the data recorded by the Unified Tracking System (UTS).”*** The UTS — implemented in 
July 20 1 2 — does not record who reassigned a case, but it does record who was originally 
assigned the case and who completed the case.”**’ The Blaise data — also called the case file — 
includes all of the interview response data.”*^** The Blaise data contains the FlU'SFR code for 
whoever submitted the completed file.'*'” The Blaise data will only show who last accessed the 
file in CAPI or CATI.”*’* It also allows the interviewer to input case notes.”*”** Maddaloni 
described the case notes: 

Q, Is there a distinction between the notes and the data? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Okay. Can you describe that? 

A. The notes are what the field representatives type in after each 
attempt ... on a case. Or maybe someone like me, where I have - 
they send it in as a Type A refusal. I’ll put notes in it and send it 
back out to the field representative. 


IT Briefing, supra note 217. 
”***«. 

Id. 

IT Briefing, sup?'a note 2 1 7. 

«‘>W. 

Id. 

“W. 

Id. 
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So there will be different notes in it throughout. And since this is a 
longitudinal survey, different FRs would have the case, so you 
would have different field representatives’ notes in that case. So 
that’s basically you would see, every contact attempt or a note 
from the supervisor about the case itself.’**'* 

Supervisors rely heavily on the case notes to make determinations regarding supervisory 
review, reinterview, and suspected falsification.^*^ Case notes attached to the file, however, can 
be edited and deleted with no record of these changes.'*** The case notes also have a character 
limit, so notes sometimes have to be deleted to make room for updates."**’ 

The third set of data is the trace file.'*** The trace file includes all the keystrokes entered 
by the interviewer as well as timestamps for each keystroke.’*** Tracefiles do not capture the 
interviewer code.*** The tracefile indicates when each keystroke happened, but there is no 
indicator of who input each keystroke in the tracefile.*** 

There appears to be confusion among Philadelphia Regional Office supervisors 
surrounding what is captured in the data files. Program Coordinator Thom Almerini testified: 

Q. When data is input into the bureau’s computer system, is there an 
electronic notation reflecting the name of the person inputting the 
data, including the date and time of when that occurred? 

A. Yes.*“ 

Almerini maintained that any changes made by supervisors would be captured in the trace file 
and attributed to that supervisor.*** He stated: 

Q. And again, that - there would be a notation reflecting that new 
case demonstrating the change with the name of the person doing 
that, plus date and time? 

A. Yeah, 

Q. Was this true in 2010? 
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Maddalom Tr. at 17. 

Id. at 1344, 1647, 27-28, 36-37. 
IT Briefing, supra note 217. 


Id. 

Id. 

Id. 

Id 

Id. 

Almerini Tr. at 88. 
Id. at 89-90. 
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A. Yes, yeah, and usually a case file, even like if a case has been 
restarted, like if the case let’s say is turned in as a noninterview, 
we’ll have that keystroke file along with the case. So let’s say 
John Smith turns a case in as a type A, and he gives it to Mary 
Jones, who’s the field supervisor. Mary Jones gets a completed 
interview. John Smith’s data that he keyed in, his keystrokes will 
be in there as well as Mary Jones and her interview. 

Q. Could a supervisor make change -- changes to the data after the 
fact, or you know, at any point after the field rep puts data into the 
system? 

A. No, they would have to essentially go back in and restart the case 
over again. 

Q. And again, if they did that, a notation would reflect their name, 
plus the date and time that they made changes or - 

A. Correct, that would be added to the trace file of the case.^®^ 

Contrary to Almerini’s testimony, trace files do not include a notation reflecting the user 
who inputs data.^®^ According to a sample trace file provided to the Committees, there is no 
name or interviewer code attached to the time stamp or keystroke data.’®® A portion of the trace 
file is shown below:’®^ 


CPS Audit Trail File - Type A re-assigned and converted to a Type B 

”2/7/2014 8:37:17 AM”,"Enter Fonn:l","Key:0000002S" 

"2/7/2014 8:37:17 AM", "Enter Field:DATECHANGE","Status:Normal",'Value:20140207" 

"2/7/2014 8:37:17 AM", ■Mouse:119, 30", ■Message:LeftDown”,"HltTest:Captlon" 

"2/7/2014 8:37:17 AM", "Mouse:119, 30", ''Message:LeftDov(n","HitTest:Caption" 

"2/7/2014 8:37:18 AM","Mouse:988,14S","Message:LeftUp","HitTest:aient" 

”2/7/2014 8:37:19 AM“,"Mouse:147,336'',‘'Message:LeftOown”,”Hifrest:aient" 

"2/7/2014 8‘.37: 19 AM", "Mouse: 147,336",'‘Message:LeW)own","HifTest:Cllent’' 

"2/7/2014 8:37:19 AM'',“Mouse:147,336’’,"Mess3ge:Lemjp",’*HitTest:Client" 

"2/7/2014 8:37:19 AM''/’Mouse:147,336","Message:LeftUp"/HltTest:a{ent" 

"2/7/2014 8:37:21 AM","(KEY:)[ENTR]'' 

"2/7/2014 8:37:21 AM", "Leave Field:DATECHANGE","C:ause:Next Field", "S£atus:Normar',‘Value:20140207" 
"2/7/2014 8:37:21 AM", "Enter Field:bFront.bIntro.START_CP","Status:Normar',"Va!ue:" 

"2/7/2014 8:37:23 AM","(KEY:)4[ENTRr 

"2/7/2014 8:37:24 AM","Action:Store Field Data","Fie(d;bFront.bIntro.START_CP“ 

"2/7/2014 8:37:25 AM","Leave Fleld:bFront.bIntro.START_CP‘',"Cause:Next Field", ’'StatLis;Normal'',"Value;4" 
"2/7/2014 8:37:25 AM", "Enter Fleld;bCoverage.NOMTYP","Status:Normar’, 'Value:" 

"2/7/2014 8:37:27 AM”,''(KEY;)1[EI^]" 


504 

505 

506 

507 


Id. 

IT Briefing, supra note 217. 

U.S. Census Bureau, Sample CPS Audit Trail File (2014). 
Id. 
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ii. Supervisory Changes and Surrounding Records 

In a briefing provided to the Committees, Census Bureau IT staff observed that restarting 
a case brings the case file and trace file back to their “pristine” states, essentially wiping the data 
clean, including case notes.’®* Reassignment, on the other hand, keeps the original data file,’®® 
When a case is restarted, the data is recorded in a new trace file.”® The Blaise data records who 
ultimately submits the case, but it does not record the chain of custody of the case — except if a 
Census employee chooses to include this information in the case notes.” ' 

Almerini discussed how a supervisor could take advantage of this insufficient record- 
keeping to falsify data,”^ Almerini testified: 

Q. Is it possible for a supervisor to change a noninterview notation on 
the system to successful interview notation undetected? 

A. No, that — that — you would have to essentially load the case onto 
your own laptop, put some data in and, you know, like let’s say — a 
supervisor could conceivably do that. They could say well, Mary 
Smith sent me a refusal. I’m going to load it on my computer. I’m 
going to call the person tonight and try to get an interview. That 
can happen. So the supervisor could convert a case. Just the same, 
they could even just say well, I’m going to load it on my computer 
but I’m going to falsify. So it’s possible, if a supervisor really 
wanted to, they could falsify data. 

Q. But if they were to do that, it’s fair to say that there would be a 
notation reflecting that a supervisor had changed - changed that 
notation. 

A. They would - they would say that . . . like well, I called and 
followed up and I converted the case from a noninterview to an 
interview. 

Q, But let’s say you were looking — you were reviewing one of our 
subordinates’ - 

A. Right. 


The Census Bureau retains all tracefiles and Blaise files, but they are only accessible over the long-term by 
Cen.sus National Headquarters in Suitland, Maryland. See IT Briefing, supra note 217. 

Almerini Tr. at 91-93. 
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Q. — supervisors who did that. You would be able to determine 
what they did compared to what the original Held rep had 
done. 

A. Yeah, I’d be able to have access to the case file, the keystroke 
file. 

Q. Okay. And you could distinguish between each person 
inputting data. 

A. Yeah, yeah. Like I said, it’s very difficult and cumbersome 
and it’s not something we do on a regular basis. There probably 
— I would say the analysts are probably more adept at doing that 
kind of operation. 

Q. But we are based on some extreme case. 

A. Absolutely. 

Q. But in extreme cases, you could do that. 

A. Correct.’’^ 

Supervisors have the authority to adjust particular types of cases with minimal 
accountability review.*''' Census Bureau IT staff informed the Committees that it is possible for 
a supervisor to determine a case was miscoded before CPS ends and make edits to the case.*'* 
According to a senior CPS official who briefed the Committees, although this practice is 
technically possible, it never actually occurs.*'* The Census Bureau does not have a policy in 
place to address such situations.*'’ According to Timothy Maddaloni, this practice happens 
occasionally.*'® He testified: 

Also, the only other thing that could happen during this time, if it is 
closeout and, say, the field representative sends it in, coding it incorrectly, 
they may have sent it in as Type C demolished but in actuality their notes 
say that it’s a vacant interview, what we’d have to do is change it. We 
would send it to, you know, our supervisor in the office laptop and use 
their notes, what they had, and change the code to a Type B vacant.*'^ 

Maddaloni also described an additional method for dealing with discrepancies between 
case notes and coding. He further stated: 
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Id. (emphasis added). 

See id. 

n Briefing, supra note 217. 
Id. 

Id, 

Maddaloni Tr. at 15. 

Id. 
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Q. Let’s say we talked about that there was — the notes might say, 1 
talked to the person, they accidentally coded it as demolished. 

You are going to go in and — or something around those lines. If 
you were to make the change to correct that — 

A. Right. 

Q. - there would still be a notation reflecting that you made that 
change. 

A. Correct. 

Q. Okay. Could you as part of your closeout decide that I am just 

going to reassign it to myself and conduct the interview? 

A, Yes. 

Q. Okay. Have you ever done that? 

A. Yes.*“ 

Maddaloni’s belief that this practice was “not abnormal” differed from the senior Census Bureau 
official’s perception. Maddaloni stated that this practice occurred regularly. He testified: 

Q. Have you ever cancelled a subordinate’s interview, reassigned the 
case to yourself, and conducted a new interview for that address? 

A. Cancelled an interview? 

Q. Or reassigned it to yourself 

A. Have I ever reassigned a case to myself? Yes. 

Q. And, in essence, does that cancel the original interview? 

A. If it’s a refusal or anything, it could — yes, I have transferred cases 
to my computer, yes. 

Q. Okay. And has the subsequent interview ever differed from the 

original results as reported by the field representative? 

A. Yes. 


“/rf.at66. 
“'Mat 119-120. 
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* * * 


Q. Does this happen on a regular basis? 

A. It happens maybe once a month. 

Q. Okay. 

A. It does happen once or twice a month. 

Q. So it’s fair to say that it’s not abnormal to at times have to make 
corrections with regard to certain cases that are miscoded or other 
issues that might pop up as a result of your review after it’s 
submitted by the field representative. 

A. Correct.^^’ 


d. Inadequate Employee and Supervisor Training 

The Census Bureau’s training program for field-based employees does not emphasize the 
importance of data quality. The training program conveys the importance of data integrity, but 

not data quality. Senior Field Representative Stefani Butler described the training program. 
She stated: 

Q. Do you feel that you got sufficient training to execute each and 
every task required under your positions? 

A. No. The training are self studies. They send you a booklet like 
this, FedEx or UPS, in the mail, and you read it from home and 
you study it. Then you go into a classroom and the trainer uses the 
same book and goes over everything with you. You get an answer, 
you get questions and answers, and the answers are in the back of 
the book. So you pretty much can go to the back of the book, get 
the answers, and fill in the test part.^^* 

The reinterview process is the primary check for data quality.”^ The 20 1 0 CPS Reinterviewer’ s 
Manual — the edition obtained by the Coimnittees — includes memory-based exercises on the 
definition of falsification.^^* Lesson 6, Page 1 reads as follows:*^’ 
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Maddaloni Tr. at 119-120 (emphasis added). 

IG Report, supra note 94, at 52. 

Id. 

Butler Tr. at 52-53. 

CAPI Reinterviewer’s Manual, supra note 287, at 1. 
Id., at 75, 77-78. 
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Lesson 6 - Faisification 

VV hill is ralsirujiiiinr.' i alsiikalioii is w lien Uic anen iewiT kmnt.muU Jcvi.uo iruit! 

ctiiTcnt inicrvic'-vinc f»>Kedure<. and. or imf'rojvris ti.i'sillc- 
imils. Ct-avok! intur\k\viii 5 oniis. This iiiciuik-s 

* Makme up infonnaifon ami 

• imcMknuily misclassifying imirs as lype fJor Type i 
lU'ntnierviws. 


Two pages later, the trainee must complete a review exercise on data falsification:’’® 


Lesson 6 Rev iew Fxercise 

1. 1 alsitkaiKMi is when tih.' irtcrviexxcr deslttisl'rmiK'urroit 

inierv ieiviii^ jHoertiiHres. amlor clas.silks uiiiis. !•> 

I'or each of ihe quvslinnvsiaK'invnls IieUm. (ill the one circle that lirsi npiilic^. 

2, y i«t dmuUI C'Hil'nw.m »mcrvk*\4er«n«jcJiah:ly ifyiui suspect (he juicrtrcwi,*.- of 
f;»):sit4caiion, 

Jruc lalse 

ti s«>uili- not suspect fnisirication and your supervisor lu- mi ohiccti<Mfs(<* your 
conl'entnj! with the inienieweMneet with tlic iiKerviewcr as soiMi a.' py«.ihk‘4titfr you 
idinivUle the reimerv ievv oi hiv'bcr cases. 

I rue l-alse 


Nk'vv compare your .uisuers lo she an-svver key on die ncH! page. 


The Answer Key is included on the following page:”' 


Answer Key for l.es.s«H (» 

i ;ii,»itkaOi^ iswlien liie imcrvicvvcr kiioi« mglv deviates I'n'iti eiirrcui itiicnkwiiie 
pnivcdiiiv-, at»d «r.,„.!mi!r.jjvih,.._elu.ssiJie.. unit'. !<• ^.sv.jj^ iiticn iovtiit! miiu. 

y rsi .sh<'i)kl an itiiervievvcr imiih’di.itclv if you su.'poct iIk iiiscrv icwcml 

lalstiii'.itMii. 


.1 Ii \..ud.>n.>t 'USjvcl lalsitu-alidi) .iivi «> v.-ur 

ci'nl'erring vsitli i!k- mletviewef. meet with the inicrvk-wcra' «'itt :i' pt'S'iWe alter veu 
cunivliii the fciwerview ol hi..1icrca,>rt;s. 

' I r<!tf f-al-'C 


Program Coordinator Thomas Almerini believed the training program was sufficient.”’ 
Almerini explained the training FRs receive on the importance of data quality,”’ He testified: 


at 75. 

“a. at 77. 

Id. at 78. 

Almerini Tr. at 150-151. 
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Q. Okay, and then for . , . a given field rep, are they given any 
refreshers over the . , . course of the year to remind them about the 
importance of not falsifying data, data mtegrity[?] . , , 

A. There might be general mention of it. People kind of know it’s - 
it’s been an established pattern. It’s kind of like the unforgivable 
sin, if you will . , . within the bureau. 

Q. But there’s no formal — I mean, like Congressional staff, just to 
use an example, we’re required to take an annual ethics class. 

A. Uh-huh. 

Q. Is there an annual data integrity — 

A. There’s a data stewardship class, which implies that -- it’s more 
about the protection of Title 13 data. 

Q, Okay. 

A. Protection of personally identifiable information or PII, so 

basically it’s more how to manage ... the fact that they’re in a 
responsible position. They work with the public. They’re 
handling sensitive data. You know, someone is telling you their 
life story on paper[.]*^ 

This approach relies heavily on an PR’s interpretation of general principles. The Census 
Bureau does not clearly define expectations for data quality during its training processes, 
resulting in confusion among FRs.*^* Almerini further stated: 

Q. Are field workers made aware that falsification is prohibited and 
can lead to termination? 

A. Most of them are. I’ve occasionally had people that seem to think 
— one person once said I thought I would get another chance, but . 

. . they knew it’s serious, and we spell that out in the five-day 
letter that the . . . discrepancies are taken very seriously. 

Relying on five-day letters to convey the seriousness of data falsification does not 
prevent falsification. Five-day letters are issued after discrepancies are found. Spelling out 
the serious consequences of data falsification in a five-day letter is a retrospective reprimand. 
The Census Bureau emphasizes the importance of data stewardship to employees early on, but 


™Id 
Id. at 98, 

Id at 49, 
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while the Bureau places a lot of emphasis on data quality in public statements, it only places 
minimal emphasis on data quality to data collectors in the field.^^® In contrast, FRs and SFRs 
receive multiple e-mails during each CPS week reminding them of the importance of response 
rates,”' 


Almerini reasoned an FR/SFR is expected to infer the importance of data integrity from 
“general mention” and “an established pattern.”’^ Rel 5 dng on FR/SFRs to draw conclusions 
from indirect instruction raises questions, especially as supervisors encourage FR/SFRs to “do 
whatever [they] can to secure the interview.”*'" 

Eiuring the OIG’s 2013-2014 investigation into the Philadelphia Regional Office’s 
alleged manipulation of the survey data falsification, the OIG reviewed the Census Bureau’s 
training manuals and quality control and assurance processes.”^ In its May 1, 2014, report the 
OIG found that the Bureau’s CPS procedural manual and training materials were “outdated, 
inconsistent, and do not discuss prohibitions and serious consequences for falsifying data.””* 

The OIG foimd that the Bureau’s training materials are outdated, while some materials 
that the Bureau updated still contain archaic terms.*'" For instance, the CPS pre-classroom self- 
study materials refer to outdated position titles and include an outdated supervisory structure.*'** 
Further, the on-the-job training form used to conduct initial observations for new hires refers to 
outdated position titles.*'** Although the Bureau updated the CPS reinterviewer’s manual in 
April 2013, it stilt refers to position titles that no longer exist within regional offices,*'*' The OIG 
also noted that the Bureau’s CPS training materials do not mention the prohibition against data 
falsification or its consequences.*'*® 

The OIG included in its report a specific recommendation to the Bureau to correct and 
update procedural manuals and training materials.*'" The OIG recommended that the Bureau 
include updated position titles and information about detecting and handling falsification 
issues.**' In its report, the OIG cautioned that without updates, the Bureau’s training procedures 
have the potential to confuse, waste time, and result in errors in data collection.**’ 
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XL Recommendations 


The claims brought forth by Butler and Buckmon highlight a number of vulnerabilities in 
the CPS quality assurance practices. It is imperative the Census Bureau take swift corrective 
action to ensure data integrity. It may be prudent for the Census Bureau to also look into best 
practices in the private sector to discern if there are additional ways to ensure data integrity that 
it has not yet considered. The following section outlines a number of recommendations that 
would address the current shortfalls of the Bureau’s quality assurance efforts. 

> A Clear Process Should Exist for Field Representatives to Report Potential 

Falsification. 

For a number of surveys conducted by the Census Bureau, including CPS, households 
and addresses may remain in the survey sample for a number of months in a row. After the first 
month in the sample, FRs receive information about the household based on the prior 
interview(s), such as the name of the respondent or the number of people living at the address. 
While clearly limited in nature, this information is still sufficient to allow an FR to identify 
potential falsification in cases where one month’s responses might be strongly at odds with a 
previous month’s responses. Unfortunately, there is no clear process whereby an FR can easily 
report these concerns today. 

To address this and similar concerns, the Bureau should create a dedicated falsification 
reporting tool within its CATI and CAPI programs. This tool should enable users to quickly flag 
specific case files for further scrutiny and describe their concerns with these cases. 

> ReInterview Should Be Conducted Independent of the Chain of Command. 

Under the current system, a team leader or, more frequently, an PR’s direct supervisor, 
conducts reinterview, This system would allow supervisors to cover for FRs that deliberately 
falsify, making such falsification nearly impossible to detect. Further, it puts supervisors in a 
difficult position where they are responsible for identifying falsification even though identifying 
it could make it harder for the survey to reach its goals. This can lead supervisors to give FRs 
greater benefit of the doubt than is warranted in certain cases. 

The best way to avoid this situation is for Census Bureau employees outside of the 
original interviewer’s chain of command to conduct reinterview. One way to accomplish this 
goal is to assign reinterview cases randomly to reviewers located in regions different than the 
reviewed individual. A second way would be to create an independent body to act as a 
clearinghouse for all reinterview, removing reinterview entirely from Field Supervisor and 
Survey Statistician job responsibilities. According to the May 2014 Commerce OIG report, the 
Census Bureau uses the latter option for the Decennial Census. The OIG recommended 
implementing this structure across all surveys. 
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> Case Tracking Systems Must Be Improved. 

Currently, there is no single master record that allows reinterviewers or auditors to 
determine the Ml history of an individual case file, including the keystroke log, who was 
responsible for each keystroke, whether a case was restarted or partially erased, and who was 
responsible for the assignment or reassignment of a case. To find this information for a specific 
case file today, an individual would need access to three individual data sources: the Blaise file, 
which is the actual survey response; the trace file, which includes a time-stamped keystroke log, 
and the Unified Tracking System (UTS), which tracks who assigns and who completes cases. In 
cases of potential data falsification and cover up by regional office staff, this division of 
information makes it exceedingly difficult to understand the Ml history of individual case files 
and impossible to quickly compile the case histories of large numbers of case files. 

To correct this problem, the Census Bureau should significantly expand the UTS to 
include the ability to track every change made to an individual case file. This Ml access does 
not necessarily need to be made available to reinterviewers, but should be made available to 
auditors, including the Office of Inspector General. It is especially important in instances in 
which allegations have been made that supervisors have engaged in a cover up for data 
falsification, as was the case in the Philadelphia Regional Office. 

> The Form 11-163 Process Must Become Electronic. 

When an irregularity is caught during the reinterview process, the record for the resulting 
investigation is kept in hard copy form, on carhon paper. This system is unnecessarily 
vulnerable to both accidental error and deliberate circumvention. Since there is only one copy of 
the form, the form can be lost or misplaced, and it can be hard to track when forms are due or 
whether forms have been sent to the appropriate officials. Moreover, a paper form also makes it 
difficult for regional office and headquarters staff to check on the status of any Form 11-163, or 
even confirm that an investigation into an irregularity has begun. 

Moving to an electronic process would increase transparency for the investigations and 
curb delays. Such a system should allow all interested parties at both regional offices and 
headquarters to see when an irregularity is flagged in reinterview, the status of the digital Form 
1 1-163, the individual responsible for the completion of the form, and the completion date 
required. 

> The Census Bureau and the Department of Commerce Need to Improve Their 

Responsiveness to Congress. 

One of the recurring themes of the Committee’s investigation has been the failure of the 
Census Bureau and the Department of Commerce to cooperate with the Committees and respond 
to requests within a reasonable timeframe. Starting the with Committees’ initial letter, the 
Department displayed a pattern of delay and obstruction. Initially the Department refused to 
provide any of the documents requested by the Committees. Then after a staff-level meeting 
discussing the document request and the Department’s commitment to cooperation, the 
Committees only received 4 pages of documents in the following week, and a month in total 
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before the Committees received a substantive document production. Moreover, despite the 
Committees’ request for transcribed interviews with seven individuals on November 22, 2013, 
the Department waited four weeks before scheduling the first witness and nearly three more 
weeks before scheduling a second. This behavior is unacceptable and created the appearance 
that the Department was not acting in good faith to respond to Congressional oversight requests. 


XII. Conclusion 


The Committees’ investigation identified a number of flaws in the current quality 
assurance process for the Census Bureau’s data collection efforts nationwide. As the nation’s, if 
not the world’s, preeminent statistical agency, the Census Bureau’s methods and data integrity 
must be above reproach. Unfortunately, the Bureau’s current practices make it difficult to report 
or track potential data falsification and, in some cases, create clear incentives to disregard 
potential data falsification. Witnesses described circumstances in which it would be possible to 
circumvent the system and falsify data. Because these employees have highlighted the potential 
for abuse, the Census Bureau must implement changes that will eliminate these deficiencies and 
improve overall quality. 

The insufficient records surrounding data collection demonstrate a lack of transparency 
and limited accountability. With no master data set attached to individual case files, it is 
difficult, and sometimes impossible, to determine the chain of custody. The record-keeping 
pertaining to suspected falsification procedures is also problematic. The inefficient, paper-based 
investigative procedures lack consistency and make tracking suspected falsification difficult. 

The process for reporting and investigating the suspected falsification is inconsistent and relies 
heavily on the subjective determinations of supervisors. Interviewers, in many instances, 
continue conducting interviews while undergoing investigation for suspected falsification, 
potentially compromising data integrity. 

Regional offices are responsible for both data collection and quality control, which often 
have conflicting objectives. Most Census Bureau employees are evaluated, at least in part, on 
survey response rates. Testimony and documents obtained by the Committees indicate a high- 
pressure environment, in which interviewers are encouraged to do whatever it takes to obtain a 
90% survey response rate. Supervisors are responsible for helping maintain both survey 
response numbers and staffing levels. At the same time, the same supervisors oversee data 
quality control, namely the reinterview process. The Census Bureau expects that its regional 
supervisors will act in accordance with the intent of the current procedures, but supervisors still 
have the opportunity to act at will. 

The Census Bureau can minimize the potential for conflict of interest by separating 
reinterview from the regional chain of command and, thus, allowing quality control to function 
independently from data collection. Reinterview should not be the only opportunity for field- 
based falsification detection. As cases are sometimes assigned to different interviewers from 
month to month, interviewers in the field might come across an oddity worth further review. 
Currently, there is no mechanism, aside from e-mailing or calling a supervisor, whereby 
interviewers can simply flag oddities for further review. Adding a falsification-reporting tool 
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accessible by all levels of Census Bureau staff would provide a badly needed additional quality 
check. 


The Census Bureau must strive to prevent future incidents such as the one Ms. Butler 
brought to light. The Committees’ investigation highlighted a number of vulnerabilities in the 
current survey collection structures and quality control practices, as well as recommendations to 
address these weaknesses. Implementing the recommendations outlined here will affirm the 
Census Bureau’s commitment to data integrity. The Committees will continue to assess whether 
the Census Bureau is taking all necessary steps to guarantee the quality of its surveys. 



